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Executive Summary

The Team-Based Variable Pay Project in lowawas designed to reward staff members for
improving student achievement in their schools. In TBVP local school staff members set student
achievement goals, decide on pay distribution, help students meet the goals, and are rewarded for
student achievement of the goals. Eighteen schoolsin ten districts were accepted into the TBVP
pilot project for the 2001-02 school year. The schools reflected the diversity of schools across
the state.

This study describes the design and operation of the TBVP program in lowa and in other states.
It is not the purpose of this paper to make recommendations, but to review the issues surrounding
TBVP. Analysis, findings, and suggested considerations about the TBVP pilot program are
contained in thisreport. These are highlighted below. The issues are complex and multi-faceted,
and are discussed in full detail in the pages that follow.

In lowa school teams determined how much emphasis to place on the program in their school.
Nine schools received TBV P awards and nine schools did not. All TBVP schools, those who
received rewards and those who did not, reported progress toward their student achievement
goals. Student achievement in schools participating in TBV P increased during the 2001-02
school year as measured by the lowa Tests and local criterion-referenced assessments. The mean
growth on ITBS in Reading Comprehension and Mathematics Total exceeded one-year’s growth
for al schoolsinvolved in TBVP. However, after only one year, the results are not conclusive.

Teachers are the most important school specific factor in influencing pupil achievement

(Hanushek et al., 1998). lowateachers are divided in their feelings about TBVP. Key findings

regarding teachers discussed in this paper include:

» Teaching ismulti-dimensional. Teachers resent being measured exclusively on the test
scores of their students.

» TBVP strengthened team-based cooperation among staff members in many schools.

» Teacher ownership of assessment data was increased.

» Teachers want to be seen as professionals who do not require financial incentives to increase
their effort.

» TBVPincreased the prominence of school achievement goals for staff.

e Communication and ownership are important aspects for effective TBVP programs.

The results of this study include many inconsistencies. Preliminary results appear that TBVP
may increase focus, teamwork, and student achievement in a school building, but the cost may
include teacher satisfaction and stress. Five additional highlights contained in this study are:

» Goalsare motivating to teachers. Goals must be challenging, yet attainable. Variability
(standard error) of assessments must be considered. Schools need help in writing quality
goals.

» Assessments must be compatible with curriculum standards and teaching strategies.
Teachers must have confidence that achievement gains will be measured. All assessments
used for accountability must be technically adequate.

» School leadership isa crucial factor in the acceptance of TBVP and in the value of the
program as seen by the staff. Communicationisacritical link.



Page 4

Teachers were pleased that this was a voluntary program. Teachers indicated that they were
proud that this was something that they chose to do. School personnel were able to tailor the
program to fit their school.

For an effect implementation of TVBP, negatives must be minimized. Some teachers were
concerned that thisis not a professional way to increase pay for teachers. A few teachersfelt
additional stress. Teachers were also concerned about fairness issues.
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Background

This study was developed on request of the legislature in Senate File 476. The intended
audience consists of Department of Education staff including the Teacher Quality Team, the
L egidlative Education Accountability and Oversight Committee, and others interested in the
guality of lowateachers and lowa schools.

Questions for this Study
The overarching question for this study was "What is the effect of team-based variable pay in the

lowa schools selected for the pilot project?’ In crafting an answer, the focus was on five
subguestions:

1. “What is the effect of team-based variable pay on student achievement?’

2. “What is the effect of team-based variable pay on teacher quality and
motivation?’

3. “What are the advantages and disadvantages of the team-based variable pay
program to the pilot districts?’

4, “What benefits and disadvantages are linked to the practice of team-based
variable pay in the research?’

5. “What can be learned from other states and districts who have implemented team-
based variable pay?’

Rationale for this Study

Three types of contemporary performance pay proposas emerge from the research: (1) school-
based performance pay plans, (2) individual-level merit pay plans, and (3) hybrid plans which
include elements of both individual-level merit plans and school-or team based performance pay
plans. Theindividual-level merit pay plans have been around for many years. The differencein
the new plansis that they tend to be based on student achievement rather than subjective teacher
evaluations as many programs of the past were. Contemporary performance-based pay programs
tend to align with other major elements of progressive education policy including the move
toward greater school accountability and standards-based reform. Thereisagrowing list of
states and schools that have implemented team-based performance plans. A number of these
plans have been implemented statewide including programsin Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland,
North Carolina, and Texas. Several plans are reviewed in this document.

Definitions
Detractor: phenomenon that makes it more difficult to accomplish agoal.

Educational assessments: aformal attempt to determine students' status with respect to
educational variables of interest (Popham, 1999).

Enabler: something or someone that supplies the means, knowledge, opportunity, or capability
to accomplish agoal.
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Motivator: something or someone that supplies the incentive or a reason for doing something,
that which movesto action or impels.

Professional development: according to the thesaurus of the Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC) database, professional development refersto "activities to enhance professional
career growth.” Such activities may include individual development, continuing education, and
in-service education, as well as curriculum writing, peer collaboration, study groups, and peer
coaching or mentoring.

Student performance goals. goals based on student achievement on an assessment instrument.

Team-based variable pay (TBVP): pay in addition to the base salary rewarded to a group of
teachers and often other staff as the result of meeting a desired outcome. Typically the desired
outcomeis an improved score on atest of some kind. TBVP differs from merit pay in that all
teachers benefit when a schoolwide goal is reached, rather than individual teachersreceiving a
bonus based on an administrator’ s rating.

Teacher: anindividual holding a practitioner’s license and who is employed, full or part-time, in
anonadministrative position as a classroom teacher, librarian, media speciaist, or counselor by a
school or district.
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Team-Based Variable Pay in the Literature

Team-Based Variable Pay for Schools has been implemented during the last 20 yearsin more
than 15 states. Although the programs have similar attributes, many subtle, sometimes
substantial, differences can be found. Using the Educational Resources Information Center
(ERIC), various web search engines, and secondary searches from article bibliographies, several
primary studies have been located regarding TBV P projects in public schools. Programs for
performance pay for careers other than education were not included except when the need arose
to provide additional theory to clarify characteristics of TBVP in schools. There exists no
shortage of opinions on TBVP or views about the designs of TBV P programs, however quality
primary studies on TBVP are much fewer in number. The search of the literature base continued
throughout the duration of the study.

History of Team-Based Variable Pay

Pay-for-performance was first noted in the literature in England around 1710. Teachers salaries
were based on their student’ s scores on examinations in reading, writing, and arithmetic. This
continued until the late 1800’'s. Payment-for-results also made a brief appearance in Canadain
1876 causing teachers and students work harder to avoid failure (Wilms and Chapleau, 1999).
The Canadian experience demonstrated that test scores could be increased quickly, aslong asthe
subject matter could be narrowed and measured.

Throughout the twentieth century education leaders have considered rewards as away to
improve education (Stevens, Spaulding, Burleson, and Killgore, 1998). By 1918 almost half of
all American schools were using performance-based pay for individual teachers. These numbers
decreased in the 1920s and continued to decline until the Soviets launched Sputnik in 1957.
Equality of Education Opportunity (the “ Coleman Report”) was released in 1966 with its
recommendations for increasing achievement in schools. And in 1969, the idea of pay-for-
performance briefly reemerged in this country as big-city schools began to desegregate. Making
American schools accountable became atop priority for the Nixon administration concerned
over the lack of educational achievement among the growing population of urban poor (Wilms
and Chapleau, 1999). In 1983 the U.S. Department of Education published A Nation at Risk
delineating the state of American schools and consideration of teacher pay based on student
performance reemerged. Supported by this report, state governments began to implement new
reward pay programs for teachers. Most of these programs focused on individual teachers. Those
plans were criticized for engendering competition between teachers and failing to recognize that
student performance is cumulative and dependent on the students' experience in previous classes
aswell as current classes (Clotfelter and Ladd, 1996). Other states began to consider TBVP.
South Carolina, for example, established the School Incentive Reward Program in 1984 with
reward monies used for instructional purposes by the winning schools. Performance-based
school reform sought to provide stronger incentives for school achievement by linking student
academic performance with financial rewards for schools and for teachers. Several states have
implemented TBVP plansin the last 15 years (see Table 1). Summaries of many of these plans
can be found in Appendix A. Due to recent budget concerns some of the programs including
California, South Carolina, and Jefferson County, Colorado have suspended monetary awards
until financial conditionsimprove.
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Table 1

Team-Based Variable Pay Plans

State/District Criteria Awards Restrictions

California Two programs both based on meeting | 1999-00 funded at $591 per staff FTE. | Certificated Staff Performance
(Cdlifornia or exceeding growth targets or Funding for the Certificated Staff Incentive: awards to teachers and
Department of statewide annual performance targets Performance Reward eliminated for schools at selected low schools

Education, 2001)

on Stanford 9

the 2000-01 and 2001-02 school years.

meeting targets; Governor’'s
Performance Awards. awards to

schools only.
Colorado, Douglas | Volunteer program; school or smaller During 1998-99 33 of the groups that Awards to teachers.
County unit teams chose goals and applied were successful. Participants
(Hartman & Weil, | assessments. received $413 each.
1997)
Colorado, Volunteer program; schools chose $1000 for each certificated employee Awards to teachers.
Jefferson County goals and assessments. and $400 for each classified

(Adsit, Carpenter,
& Goff, 1998)

employee, funded during 1995-96
through 1997-98 only.

Florida Demonstration of sustained or $113 million appropriated by the 2001 | Awards to schools; may be used for
(Florida significantly improved student Legislature. Each eligible school will | staff bonuses.

Department of performance. receive $100 per student.

Education, 2001).

Georgia Volunteer program; schoolsdevelopa | Range of $16,000 to $334,000 Awards to schools; may be used for
(Georgia plan including objectivesin academic | awarded to schoolsin 2000. Total staff bonuses.

Department of achievement, client involvement, rewards distributed were $12,492,000.

Education, 2000)

educational programming, and
resource development.

2001-02 award was $1900 per
certified staff. 2003-04 program will
be limited to 9-12 schools.

Ilinois Existsin statute only. Has not been
funded.
Indiana Improvement in academic $3.2 million shared by all successful Awards to schools; may not be used
(Huffman & performance and attendance rates schools. for athletics or teacher bonuses.
Wilhelums, 2000) compared to the previous three years.
Kentucky Increased performance on state test $27 million allocated for the biennium | Awardsto teachers.
(Willis, Koch, over atwo-year period. ending in 1998. Reward Trust Fund
Lampe, Y oung, established to forward fund the
Kellor, & Odden, awards.
1999)
Maryland State test scores and attendance rates. $2.75 million allocated. Mean Awards to schools; may not be used
(Maryland State Schools must have two years of allocation for 1999-2000 was $49,000 | for teacher bonuses.
Department of significant progress to be selected. per school.
Education, 2000)
Massachusetts, Improved student achievement $500,000 awarded for 1999-2000 Awards to schools.
Boston including test scores, attendancerates, | school year.
(Boston Public etc. and education reform efforts.

Schools, 2000)

North Carolina

Schools that achieve or exceed

In exemplary growth schools each

Awards to teachers.

(Johnson, Leak, expected annual gain/growth on state certified staff member receives a
Williamson, assessments will be rewarded. $1500 bonus and each teacher
Kellor, assistant receives a $500 bonus.
Milanowski,
Odden, & Hanna,
1999)
Oregon A statewide system of voluntary
rewards was developed but not
funded.
Pennsylvania Achievement and effort as $13 million in grants awarded in 1999. | Awards to schools; part may be used
(Pennsylvania demonstrated by school improvement for staff bonuses.
Department of on the state reading and mathematics

Education, 2000)

test and improved student attendance
rates.
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State/District

Criteria

Awards

Restrictions

South Carolina
(Consortium for
Policy Researchin
Education, 1995;
Stevens,

Achievement criteria and attendance
rates.

In existence since 1984, awards of
$2500 to $72,000 were given for the
1996-97 school year. Replaced with
Palmetto Gold and Silver Award
schools with the Education

Awards to schools; may not be used
for teacher bonuses.

Spaulding, Accountability Act of 1998. This

Burleson, & program was not funded for 2001-

Killgore, 1998). 2002. Next year is also questionable.

Texas High performance standards or Awards of $500 to $5,000 per school Awards to schoals; site based
(Stevens, significant gainsin performance. based on number of studentsin 1996- decision-making committee determine
Spaulding, 97. how awards will be spent.

Burleson, &

Killgore, 1998).

Washington Existsin statute only. Has not been

funded.

United Kingdom

Recognize rapid improvement or high
performance.

Based on number of pupils. 200
schools will receive L5,000
(approximately $3500) and with 1,000
pupils L25,000 ($17,500).

Awards to teachers.

Measuring Student Performance

Teachers are the most important school specific factor in influencing pupil achievement
(Hanushek et al., 1998). Nothing matters more than a quality teacher does. Individual teacher
effects are the strongest predictors of student achievement gains followed by the student’s prior
achievement level and the school system effects (Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Sanders & Horn,
1998). Sanders and Rivers also note that teacher effects on student achievement are both
additive and cumulative with little evidence that subsequent teachers can offset the effects of
ineffective ones. Kelley (1999) examined the motivating potential of TBV P in the context of
standards and assessment-based reforms. She concluded that “an important goal of education
reform is to create incentives for educators to modify their skills, capacities, and teaching
practices to facilitate improvement in student performance.”

Creating incentives requires finding those approaches that will motivate individuals and
organizations to pursue the goals of the organization. Using evidence of student achievement as
part of teacher and school evaluations provides incentives for teachers to take additional
responsibility for student learning. To be useful there must be evidence of individua student
progress as well as aggregations of this kind of information so that changes in student
populations or differences in students among classrooms do not result in unfair or
counterproductive kinds of assessment (Urbanski, 1998).

Performance Elements

All states and districts found in the literature that implemented TBV P used academic
achievement as at |east one indicator of student performance. Achievementsin reading and
mathematics were most often chosen as the academic measures. Accomplishment in other areas
such as science and socia science were also mentioned.  Some models included all taught
subjects, measuring each teacher on the curriculum for hisor her class. The most commonly
used instruments to measure growth were paper and pencil tests. Often these tests were state
tests administered at the end of the year to measure performance toward state standards.
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Sometimes these tests were criterion-referenced tests designed especially to align with the state
standards and benchmarks. These assessments include multiple measures such as multiple
choice tests and tests with open-response items. Other states use norm-referenced standardized
tests such asthe lowa Tests of Basic Skills or the Stanford 9 administered one time each year.

TVBP plansin the literature can be divided into two types () voluntary, often requiring an
application, with locally set goals and criteriaand (b) required with state or district determined
goals and criteria. In Jefferson County, Colorado, for example, goals were set locally by each
building each year and have included writing, language arts, reading, spelling, and science. The
assessments have incorporated teacher grades, ITBS, TerraNova, Scott Foresman/Shanker
Reading Test, Hammill Test of Written Spelling, and running records improvement (Adsit et al.,
1998). Similarly, in Douglas County, Colorado groups of teachers submit proposalsto areview
committee. The proposed goals must be beneficial to students and related to school or district
objectives. Clearly stated responsibilities and timelines must aso be included in the application.
Past goals have included reading and writing skills, mathematics proficiency, mentorship for at-
risk students, conflict management/problem-solving skills, computer/technology skills,
individual learning plans, behavioral expectations, and content-specific vocabulary (Kelley,
2000). In Georgia, schools must also apply to participate. Their applications must include goals
on academic achievement, client involvement, educational programming, and resource
development, however the academic achievement goals are weighted heavier than the other goals
(Georgia Department of Education, 2001).

States that determine goals and criteria and then financially reward schools include Florida,
Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania. Schools do not apply for
awards, but are rewarded after all schoolsin the state are ranked. In Florida schools are graded
on their yearly performance. An “A” performance grade and/or schoolsimproving at least one
performance grade category from the previous year are eligible for recognition and financial
reward. Schoolsearning an“A” and/or schools improving at least two performance grade
categories are eligible for increased autonomy including greater authority over the school’ s total
budget. Criteriato rate schools includes improvement in the school’ s student achievement data
(Florida Department of Education, 2001). Indiana awards their schools based on improving at
least two of four areas (a) total battery score on Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational
Progress-Plus (ISTEP+), (b) language arts scores on ISTEP+, (¢) mathematics scores on | STEP+,
and (d) attendance rates (Huffman & Wilhelmus, 2000). The original system componentsin
Kentucky included assessments in reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social science
aligned with the state curriculum standards. An interdisciplinary component was added during
the second year including assessments in arts and humanities, practical living, and vocational
education (Williset al., 1999). In North Carolina goals are set in reading, mathematics, and
writing (North Carolina State Department of Education, 2000). The growth of studentsis
determined by scores on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests of Reading Comprehension and
Mathematics (Public Schools of North Carolina Division of Accountability Services, 2000).
Pennsylvania's School Performance Funding (SPF) is based on schoolsimprovementsin
achievement as determined on the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA). The
PSSA is a standards based criterion-referenced assessment used to measure a student’s
attainment of proficiency in reading, mathematics, and writing (Pennsylvania Department of
Education, 2000).
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Often the performance indicator also includes a measure of the percent of students tested. The
concern is that some schools might choose not to test populations who for some reason might not
perform well on standardized tests. For example, in Boston, Massachusetts full awards are only
given if 95% of the test eligible population were tested. No award was given if less than 90% of
the test eligible population was tested (Schwedel, Veysey, Conti, Kellor, & Odden, 2000). In
California, 95 percent of elementary and middle schools and 90 percent of the high school
students must be tested to be eligible for an award. (Just, Boese, Burkhardt, Carstens, Devine, &
Gaffney, 2001). Similarly in North Carolina, K-8 schools must test at least 98% of their eligible
students. High schools must test at least 95% of the students enrolled in the specific courses for
which end-of-course tests are given (Johnson et al.,1999). In contrast, in Pennsylvania a school
must have only an 80 percent student participation rate on the PSSA in order to qualify for a
performance award (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2000).

The use of standardized tests for accountability brings with it the entire debate that surrounds the
uses and misuses of tests. Cronbach (in Linn, 1999) sums up much of the discussion, “Whenever
it iscritically important to master certain content, the knowledge that it will be tested produces a
desirable concentration of effort. On the other hand, learning the answers to a set of questionsis
by no means the same as acquiring understanding of whatever topic the question represents.”
The bottom line is that test scores are the best measure of student achievement that we have at
this time when validity, reliability, fairness, and ease of administration are considered.

“ Standardized tests remain the best available measures of output that are valid for comparisons
over time and across schools’ (Ferguson and Ladd, 1996).

Basing teacher pay on test scores has not been received well by teacher unions. By a narrow
voice vote, the members of the National Education Association (NEA) at their annual meeting in
Chicago in July 2000 rejected a resolution that included the conditions under which the
organization would accept pay plans based on other than length of service and continued
education (Archer, 2000). According to the report, any pay based on student test scoresis seen
astoo subjective. Similarly, Burgess, Croxson, Gregg, and Propper (2001) note that one
objection to a performance related pay scheme for teachersin the United Kingdom is that
“teaching is multidimensional and aimed at much wider outcomes than exam results or test
scores.”

Menro (1998) and Wright, Horn, and Sanders (1997) refute the claim that teachers can be held
accountable only for their own performance and not for the performance of their students.

Menro states that effective schools have (a) achievement as their major focus, (b) expect students
to achieve, and (c) have principals who do not tolerate ineffective teachers. Teacher effects are
dominant factors affecting student academic gain. Furthermore, the classroom context variables
of heterogeneity among students and class sizes have relatively little influence on academic gain
(Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997).

Other indicators including staff and student attendance rates and dropout or graduation rates are
also considered in many TBV P plans although these measures are not weighted as heavily as the
academic measures. For instance, South Carolina s awards are based on achievement criteria
along with student and staff attendance rates and student dropout rates (South Carolina
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Department of Education, 1998). Criteriato rate schoolsin Floridainclude (a) statewide student
achievement data, (b) student learning gains, (c) readiness for postsecondary education, (d)
dropout rates, (e) attendance rates, (f) graduation rates, and (g) cohort graduation rates (Florida
Department of Education, 2001). Pennsylvania currently rewards schools for effort as
determined by improved attendance rates. Graduation rates will be added to the criteriafor the
effort award for high schools in beginning with the 2002-2003 school year (Pennsylvania
Department of Education, 2000). When “softer” measures are used, strict adherence to the
collection and measurement guidelines are necessary to make sure that all schools are collecting
the data in the same way. For example, in Boston, M assachusetts where schools are rewarded
for improved student achievement including test scores, dropout rates, and attendance rates
concerns about the interpretation of the non-academic measures have arisen. The annual dropout
measure included any student even if they were only enrolled in the attendance center for only a
day. To combat this problem, a cohort analysis, including all students attending the school for a
full year, was calculated and included to provide a more complete picture of school effect on
students that were consistently part of the school’ s program (Boston Public Schools, 2000).

Criteria for Improvement

The criteriafor improvement refers to the way the change is measured and the amount of change
needed to qualify for an award. The criteriais generally measured using either cut scores or
expected gain scores. With cut scores, if the school’ s student scores, generally measured as
mean scores or percent proficient, are above the minimum score the reward is given. If the scores
do not make the cut score no reward is received. A second way to set the target is as an expected
gain score. The expected impact of the enablers of student improvement is considered and an
expected score is set. If the students make the gains needed from one test to the next, the reward
is given. The method for setting the criteria has also caused much discussion. Some states, such
as Virginia, measure the performance of schools based on the percentage of students who “pass’
(reach a specified benchmark on) each test. Such a system does not account for growth in
individual student achievement or for differencesin student background (Goldhaber, 2001).
Goldhaber continuesthat it islikely that thistype of performance indicator primarily reflects
factors over which schools have no control. Under this system, schools whose students start out
at arelatively low level of achievement but demonstrate significant academic gains over time,
may fail to be recognized as strong performers because less that the required percentage of
students reach the benchmark.

The criteriafor improvement may be established using a variation of three methods (a) simple
comparison with past scores, (b) comparison to a standard, and (c) improvement toward a
standard. Simple comparison with past scores means that if the scoresimprove the school is
seen as improving and meeting the goal. Different TBVP programs differ in the amount of time
for which the baselineis set. For example, in Indiana’ s awards based on the |SEP+ exam, each
school competes only against its own performance means over the previous three years. Awards
are figured on atwo-tier basis. Forty percent isdivided among all eligible schools. The
remaining 60 percent is awarded on the basis of a school’ simprovementsin each of the four
areas. To receive an award, schools must show improvement in at least two areas. Schools
showing improvement in only one area are designated for non-monetary awards. Schools that
rank in the top 25 percent in all four areas, whether or not they have improved, are designated in
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a separate program as Four Star Schools. (Huffman & Wilhelmus, 2000). Similarly, in Maryland
in order to receive monetary awards significant gains in the school performance index (SPl) must
be demonstrated for from two to four years. Additionally, schools with diverse student
populations also must show a significant gain among their subgroups. Schools are measured by
the change in their performance over time and not by their performance compared with other
schools (Maryland State Department of Education, 1999). In Boston, Massachusetts points are
awarded for yearly progress based on how the school performs compared to itself from one year
and to next for each indicator (Boston Public Schools, 2000). In Pennsylvania each year a
school’ s PSSA reading and mathematics average score is compared with the school’ s past
history on the test. An increase of 50 points or more determines whether or not a school qualifies
for an award. Similarly, meaningful effort in attendance was determined to be 0.75 percent
difference which determines whether or not a school qualifies for an effort award. Once a school
receives an award the baseline for that school changes for the next year to the score attained to
receive the award (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2000).

Another way of measuring criteriafor improvement is comparison to astandard. For example,
the state sets a score above which the school will be considered to be showing excellence and if
the school meets that score they are deemed to have met their goal. Often, asin the casein North
Carolina s performance standards, the standard is derived from the statewide average scores.

The performance standards measure the absolute achievement or the percent of students' scores
in aschool at or above grade level (North Carolina State Department of Education, 2000).
Pennsylvania has an award called “Maintenance of High Standards’ that rewards school s that
have a baseline of 2850 or above and score at or above 2850 for three consecutive years, but
have not received aregular achievement award (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2000).

A third way to measure improvement would be to measure the improvement toward a standard.
This takes into account the fact that different schools will be starting at different achievement
levels. If they close the gap between their student’ s scores and the standard, they receive a
reward. Mohrman, Mohrman, and Odden’s (1996) analysis of TBV P encourages two levels of
rewards (@) for accomplishing an improvement threshold and (b) for exceeding the school’s
improvement target by an additional percentage. North Carolina’ s growth standards, for
example, are benchmarks set annually to measure a school’ s progress based on its previous
performance, statewide average growth, and a statistical adjustment (regression to the mean)
(North Carolina State Department of Education, 2000).

In order to make the rewards financially meaningful, some states have chosen to limit the
number of schoolsthat can qualify inagiven year. Thisisaccomplished by either taking a
certain number or a certain percentage of the top schools. For example, the schools that scored
in the top ten percent this year or the twenty schools that had the greatest gain scores. In doing
this the criteria becomes a moving target. School staffs are not exactly sure how much gain they
must show to outperform the others. These comparisons place more emphasis on comparisons of
school to school than on performance from year to year. For example, the Mississippi system
definesa“floating” index of performance referenced to the yearly average performance of
studentsin the state. Acceptable performanceis relative to the scores throughout the statein a
given year. Because of this, no certain description of what level of test performance is adequate
in any given year isavailable until the distribution of scoresis completed for that year. School
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staffs do not have any sense of what rate of improvement is adequate (Elmore, Abelmann, &
Fuhrman, 1996). Contrast this with Kentucky’s system which defines an absolute index of
performance by setting a fixed proficiency level in each performance domain. The system setsa
baseline measure of performance and defines a twenty-year tragjectory between the baseline and
the proficiency standards, then schools are judged every two years on the basis of their progress
toward the fixed proficiency standard. Kentucky’s system is not without it’s own set of
problems. The set acceptable level is absolute, a politically determined number, no one knows if
it is educationally or technically feasible. Another disagreement among Kentucky policymakers
concerns whether the goal should be to achieve average proficiency in each school or to achieve
average proficiency for each student, a considerably more difficult task (EImore et al., 1996).

Whatever way the targets are set, consideration should be given to the error of measurement for
the administration of the assessment. Milanowski’s (1999) study investigated the consistency of
the performance classification of schools engaged in TBVP in Kentucky and North Carolina. He
specifically looked at schools that received awards but should not have due to measurement
error, and schools who did not receive awards, but should have. Systems using “aternative’
methods of assessment such as student portfolios and open-ended responses were found to be
more likely to have problems with measurement error than those based on standardized tests.
Cross-cohort comparisons, such as comparisons of the change in scores from the fourth grade
students this year when compared to last year’ s fourth grade students, introduce another potential
source of measurement error. Population changes due to student mobility may introduce
measurement error as well.

Calculation of the Change

Calculating the change can be as simple as taking the difference between two test
administrations. However, this method does not take into account differences between students
or schools. According to Urbanski (1998) there must be evidence of individual student progress
aswell as aggregations of this kind of information so that changes in student popul ations or
differences in students among classrooms do not result in unfair or counterproductive kinds of
assessment. Meyer (2000) agrees and argues that school-level average test score isahighly
flawed measure of school performance for four basic reasons: (@) test score is contaminated by
factors other than school performance, (b) scores tend to be grossly out of date, (c) scorestend to
be highly contaminated due to student mobility, and (d) scoresfail to localize schools
performance to a specific classroom or grade level.

A more complex, weighted index measureis used in California, Kentucky, and Maryland.
California’ s weighted index of student performance measuresis called the Academic
Performance Index (API). Each year a school hasagoal to increase its API score by five percent
of the point difference between its API score and the statewide target. California schools already
achieving at the statewide target must make a minimum of one API growth point to achieve
award status. Numerically significant student subgroups of ethnicity and socio-economic status
who constitute 15 percent or more of the student enrollment or 100 students must also make 80
percent of the school’ s target for a school to have met its API target (Just et al., 2001). As
discussed previously, Kentucky examines the change in performance in two ways, absolute
performance level change and the extent to which a school has progressed toward meeting its
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performance goal. Scores on the assessment are combined with other variables such as dropout
rates to compute an accountability index. Each school’ s accountability index is compared to its
baseline and improvement goal. The scores on the accountability index are reported each year,
but schools are formally evaluated on the basis of change over atwo year period. Each school is
assigned a performance target based on past performance. Schools that exceeded their targets by
asufficient margin are given cash rewards (Willis et a., 1999). In Maryland the test scores and
attendance rates are combined in a mathematical calculation that results in a school performance
index (SPI). SPI isthe weighted average of a school’ s relative distance from the satisfactory
standards which measure attendance rates and student performance on the test batteries. A
standards-based high school assessment program is under development (Consortium for Policy
Research in Education, 1999).

Still more comple, isthe use of a value-added model to account for the possible effect of child
ability and family background. The value-added model uses mixed-model theory and

methodol ogy to enable a multivariate, longitudinal analysis of student achievement data. Each
student’ s test data are accumulated over time and are linked to that student’ s teacher(s),
school(s), and school system(s). Vaue-added measures require the annual use of avalid and
reliable achievement test in which the items used in each test cycle are fresh, non-redundant, and
tied to an underlying scale. The forms used at each grade level must include a sufficiently wide
range of items such that “ceiling” and “floor” effects are highly unlikely. Scores must be
reported on a common scal e that spans the range of grades for which the test is appropriate
(Stone, 2001). A supporter of value-added assessment, Stone lists six advantages of using value-
added assessment including that it (a) expresses teacher effectiveness in terms of increase over
previous performance, (b) excludes preexisting differences among students, (c) can isolate
achievement effects produced by an individual teacher, (d) can account for incomplete data, and
(e) permits comparisons. He believes that value-added assessment holds the promise to
revolutionize education. According to Sanders and Horn (1998) “even though the driving force
for the creation of the value-added model was for summative evaluation, the real power of the
processliesin its ability to serve as a data source for formative evaluation and for educational
research.” Stone (2001) adds that “value-added assessment is revolutionary because it enables
parents, taxpayers, and policymakers to see how well schools are doing without penalizing those
with many disadvantaged pupils, and it enables teachers to be evaluated based on the most
important factor of all, their results.”

North Carolina s model is also based on avalue-added concept. Two key elements of the
approach in this state are: (a) focus on changes in student performance from one year to the next
and (b) calculated for each student in the school. The expected growth for a cohort is derived
from past statewide average growth between grades. That average is adjusted by aregression
equation for ability level of the cohort and the expected effect of regression to the mean. For
math and reading, “the average expected between-grade growth of each cohort on vertically
equated end-of-grade tests is subtracted from the average actual growth, or the value-added by
the school above that which would have been expected ssmply due to another year’s
passing...the growth indices for reading, mathematics, and writing in each grade are then
standardized so that they can be added together to produce a composite index” (Johnson et al.,
1999). Dallas, Texas plan implemented in 1993 calculated awards using the current year as well
as past year test scores and an adjustment for socio-economic variables also using a value-added
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model. The method has been described as “incomprehensible to most participants in the process
and to most outside observers...school officials neither understand the process nor have any idea
what sorts of gains would have been required for them to achieve a high ranking” (Clotfelter and
Ladd, 1996). Carol Ascher, Senior Research Scientist, New Y ork University (in Olson, 1998)
agrees stating that as an idea it’s very appealing and it feels very progressive and fair, but the
execution of it is so problematic. Olson (1998) quotes John Q. Easton, the deputy director of the
Consortium on Chicago School Research as saying that he doesn’t believe schools or states
should use value-added exclusively. “It’sjust too complicated, and we see all these dozens of
strange situations where you don’'t get a full enough picture of student achievement.”

Kupermintz (2002) also cites concerns about the validity of the TVAAS model. He states that
using student prior achievement as a blocking factor may be a serious limitation of TVAAS due
to the potential confounding of student achievement and teacher effectiveness. Kupermintz
notes that the sensitivity of teacher estimates to the teachers school system context and the lack
of precision of the evaluation for teachers with less student data such as those at schools with
high mobility rates are also concerns. Burgesset al., (2001) agree that value-added measurement
is at best apartial solution because background characteristics are still likely to be important in
education performance and development at school. Many experts argue that states and districts
should pay attention both to a school’ s absol ute academic performance and to whether school
factors are contributing to its students’ growth.

Fairness Problems

The literature provides much discussion about ways to make the TBVP programs as fair as
possible. Schools with high numbers of low socio-economic students, student mobility, limited
English proficiency (LEP), or special education (SPED) students state that they cannot compete
with other schools that do not have these kinds of populations. For example, in Kentucky low
performing schools must make more progress that higher-achieving onesif they are to meet the
state’sgoal for al schools. Administrators in the Jefferson County, Kentucky district which
includes the Louisville metro area contend that the state’ s program is not fair to schools with
high concentrations of poor students, special education students, or children with limited English
proficiency especially when performance is improving (Jacobson, 1999). On the other hand,
Sanders and Horn (1998) note that race, socioeconomic level, class size, and classroom
heterogeneity are poor predictors of student academic growth. Theissueis not easily mediated.
One side argues that schools can fairly be held accountable only for factors that they control, and
therefore that performance accountability systems should control for or equalize student
socioeconomic status before they dispense rewards and penalties. Others argue that controlling
for student background or prior achievement institutionalizes |low expectations for poor,
minority, low-achieving students (Linn, 1998).

Awards

The awards generally are either paid to the teachers, paid to a broader group of staff, or paid to
the school improvement fund. In some states such as Maryland the bonus goes only to the
school improvement fund and cannot be used for bonuses for teachers (Kelley, 1999). In
Pennsylvania schools must divide the incentive grant using these three guidelines: (a) 50 percent
must be spent on planning, delivery, and assessment of the instructional program including staff
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development; (b) 25 percent may be spent on staff rewards; and (c) 25 percent is at the discretion
of the school committee (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2000). Kelley (1999) found
that most teachers believed that bonuses were desirable and they preferred to receive them as
cash bonuses rather than have the money be contributed to a school improvement fund.

The size of the bonus also varies across states. The awards paid by the states tend to be larger
when the bonuses are paid to staff rather than to the school improvement fund. Asdiscussed in
the motivation section later in this paper, bonuses must be of a magnitude that is truly noticeable
and meaningful to the teachers (Heneman, 1998). The size of the reward is variable in many
states dependent upon the number of units that qualify for an award. Each year in Douglas
County, Colorado, a pool of money is set aside for group incentive pay and teachers meeting
their goals share equally in the reward. The amount of the reward is dependent upon the number
of successful teachers (Kelley, 2000). In Florida, Georgia, Maryland, and Kentucky the amount
of awards varies on the number of eligible schools and the number of staff and/or students
assigned to the schools selected to receive an award (Florida Department of Education, 2001;
Georgia Department of Education, 2001; Maryland State Department of Education, 1999; Willis
et a., 1999). In Pennsylvania monetary awards are based on the degree of improvement as well
as the number of students enrolled and the number of schools that qualify (Pennsylvania
Department of Education, 2000).

Enablersfor the Programs

The goal of a pay-for-performance system is not just to reward teachers appropriately, but to
motivate higher performance. Odden, Kellor, Heneman, and Milanowki (1999) believe that
enabling conditions contribute to a school’ s likelihood of successin a TBVP program. They
note that enablersin TBVP schools are of three types: (a) teacher knowledge, skills, and abilities,
(b) tools and resources, and (c) organizational conditions. The identification of all three types of
enablers are acritical factor in aTBVP program.

Teachers need to have a clear understanding of their strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities to
remedy their shortcomings. Availability of professional development aligned with the goal's of
the pay-for-performance system becomes particularly important (Education Commission of the
States, 2001). Professional development is the enabler with the greatest potential for helping
teachersimprove their knowledge, skills, and abilities (Heneman, 1998). Heneman studied 12
schools from the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School District including four high schools, four middle
schools, and four elementary schools. In each group two two-year bonus winners, one one-year
bonus winner, and one nonwinner was included. He concluded that professional development
provided teachers should seek to raise their perceptions of their own competencies and of the
presence and supportiveness of various enablers. He proposed this theoretical framework based
on expectancy theory:
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Competencies
Teacher effort p Achievement _  Teacher
Intensity goals or targets conseguences
Focus Positive
Persistence Enablers Negative

A district must plan on undertaking specific actions that support teachersin their striving to meet
the goals and remove unnecessary roadblocks to goal attainment. These must be built into the
original design of the TBVP program and either accompany or precede its full implementation so
that teachers are likely to experienceinitial successin goal attainment. Theseinitial successes
and the resultant high expectancies should carry forward to goalsin future time periods. “Initial
success will help teachers believe that future, higher goals are also attainable if they work hard
for them” (Heneman, 1998).

Both the quality and duration of the professional development program are critical to improving
teaching and student achievement. Schalock (1998) notes that the aim of any accountability
system should be to develop professional responsibility rather than to develop an external
hammer for performance. Joyce and Showers (1995) list eight essentia attributes necessary to
accomplish increases in student achievement through professional development:

1. Thefocus must be oninstruction and curriculum.

2. The study of implementation is built into the plan.

3. All site personnel responsible for instruction participate in the professional development.

4. Specific student learning goals direct the professional development efforts.

5. Intensive professiona development is provided including theory, modeling, and
opportunities to practice.

6. Collaboration opportunities for teachers occur on aregular basis.

7. Ongoing follow-up and support are available.

8. Evaluation is based on datarelated to the goals such as student progress and implementation

data.
Menro (1998) suggests a differentiated staff development policy to allow the effective teacher
more freedom to pursue individual interests and require the ineffective teacher to target
particularly ineffective practices.

The second type of enabler istools and resources. These relate to instructional methods and
techniques (Odden et al., 1999) such as an articulated and aligned curriculum and access by
teachersto instructional strategies including teaming and student grouping. Resources are used
to provide quality professional development.

The third type of enabler has to do with organizational conditions. Examplesinclude principal

leadership, school-based management, district support, community support, and program

alignment. An effective principal who isthe building instructional |eader is essential to

improving student performance (Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001). They discussed three indicators

seen when the principal isthe instructional leader:

1. Theprincipals are focused on instructional improvement and have avision of instructional
quality.
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2. The principals developed a community of instruction practice. Collaboration and
communication are emphasized in an environment that fosters improved instruction among
teachers.

3. Theprincipals rearranged priorities to focus on academic performance and instructional
improvement. This does not mean that the managerial and political aspects of their jobs are
ignored, just that instructional improvement takes priority.

Kelley, Heneman, and Milanowski (2000) suggest that motivational impact of a TBVP program

is enhanced with active support from principals. Supportive principals generate continuous

interest and enthusiasm for aTBVP program. In their study of programs in Charlotte-

Mecklenburg and in Kentucky, they found a high level of variability in the extent to which the

principals promoted the program. They noted that “while some principals were very proactive,

others seemed to be genuinely at aloss asto how to rally their staff around the goals.”

Student Achievement

Empirical studies examining the effect of TBV P on student achievement are scarce in the
literature. Part of the problem isthat often TBVP is often only one part of a multiple faceted
effort to improve student achievement. North Carolina, for example, has shown considerable
gains on the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) during the last decade in grades
four and eight math (Triplett, 1997; Nation's Report Card, 2000; Grissmer & Flanagan, 1998).
For example, in 1992, 50 percent of the fourth grade students were estimated to be at or above
the basic level asindicated by the results of the NAEP. By 2000, 76 percent of the fourth grade
students were estimated to be at or above the basic level. Gainsin the percent of students at or
above the proficient level were just as pronounced, from 13 percent to 28 percent in grade four
and from 9 percent to 30 percent in grade eight. Gainsin reading have also been seen although
not so extreme. The fourth grade students moved from 56 percent at or above the basic level in
1992 to 62 percent in 1998. No longitudinal datais available for eighth grade reading. During
that same time period North Carolina educators have implemented a variety of strategies
including redesigning mathematics standards, requiring Algebra | for high school graduation,
strengthening teacher preparation, and during the 1996-97 school year, TBVP.

Another state with along history of TBVP is Kentucky. Large gainsin scores on the Kentucky
Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS) assessment were reported when the Kentucky
Education Reform Act (KERA) results were released for the first biennia period. Proponents of
the KERA program touted the gains as an indication of the success of the program. A study by
Koretz and Barron (1998) was undertaken to explore the validity of the claims. Koretz and
Barron’s hypothesized that the observed gains were due to one of three components: (a)
meaningful gains that should generalize to other similar assessments; (b) meaningful gains that
may not generalize well to NAEP or other similar assessments due to idiosyncratic aspects of
KIRIS; and (c) inflation of KIRIS scores. Their study examined both internal evidence and
external evidence of the legitimacy of the gain scores. Kentucky had also shown growth on the
NAEP during the last decade although not as pronounced as in North Carolina (Nation’s Report
Card, 2000). Kentucky fourth grade students moved from 51 percent at or above basic in 1992
to 60 percent at or above basic in 2000 in math. Similar results were seen for reading, 58 percent
in 1990 to 63 percent in 2000, and for eighth grade math, 43 percent to 63 percent. No
longitudinal datais available for eighth grade reading. Although these increases were seenin
NAEP scores, they were not of the magnitude of the gains seen in the KIRIS scores (Hambleton
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et a., 1995; Koretz & Barron, 1998). For example, according to Koretz and Barron, while the
NAEP mathematics scores of Kentucky students increased a considerable amount between 1992
and 1996 (0.17 standard deviationsin the fourth grade and 0.13 standard deviationsin the eighth
grade). The gains on KIRIS were much larger, roughly 3.6 times as large in the fourth grade and
4.1 times as large in the eighth grade. Koretz and Barron charge that the disparity between the
two trends suggests that the KIRIS gains were considerably inflated. They further note that
Kentucky’sincreases on the NAEP may have simply been part of a broad national trend as the
increases are similar to the national average. To further complicate the matter, TBV P was not the
only implementation in Kentucky during thistime. A movement to a school-based performance
assessment system aligned with the state curriculum standards has al so taken place during the
past decade.

Koretz and Barron (1998) suggest a couple of additional possibilities for the inflation of the
KIRIS scores. Evidence of a*“sawtooth” pattern was seen in mathematics results in which item
performance increased when items were reused but dropped again when new items were
introduced. This hints that some teachers may be inappropriately focusing on reused test items.
Results from reading were less consistent. Since 1993, over 60 Kentucky schools have been
investigated for allegations of cheating by teachers or administrators (Becker, 1998). However,
no mention was made of how many of the allegations were confirmed. Another possibility
(Koretz & Barron, 1998) isthat the large initial gains stem from familiarization to the test
instrument. Even though the scores after familiarization to the instrument may be more valid,
this still causes the gain scores to be inflated. The study concludes that the four year period of
the study was too short to sufficiently study inflation due to familiarity.

Clotfelter and Ladd (1996) compared TBV P programs in the state of South Carolina and the
Dallas Independent School District. However, when they focused on student outcomes, they
were only able to use the data from Texas because the school incentive program in South
Carolinawas introduced as part of a comprehensive package of school reform making isolation
of the effects of the incentive program on student outcomes in that state very difficult. The
accountability and school incentive system was the centerpiece of the school reform effort in
Dadllas. Clotfelter and Ladd compared the student performance in Dallas on the Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) with student performance in five other large Texas
citiesincluding Austin, El Paso, Fort Worth, San Antonio, and Houston for the school years
1990-91 to 1993-94. Focus was on reading and mathematics results for seventh graders. They
found that the Dallas program has resulted in some positive effects on student outcomes since
1991. The proportion of these gains attributed to the accountability program was difficult to
assess.

Ladd (1999) extended this study. She states that the relevant analytical question is not ssmply
whether student performance on the TAAS improved in Dallas during the 1990s, but whether it
improved relative to what would have been predicted in the absence of the program. She used
panel data techniques to compare average student performance by school in Dallas with the five
other Texas cities. Studying seventh grade during the period from 1990-91 to 1994-95, she
found that Hispanic and white children in Dallas exhibited constantly positive and relatively
large gains relative to the other cities, but African American students did not. She examined
third grade scores and found no difference. However, she noted that the third grade results
should be interpreted cautiously as there were considerable limitations including a change to a
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more difficult test for third graders during the last two years of the study. Her study also found
that the Dallas dropout rate had fallen in comparison to the other cities and principal turn over
rate had increased compared to the past. Both which indicate, according to Ladd, areal change
in the system that could suggest positive outcomes for the future.

During the same time period as Ladd’ s study, Grissmer and Flanagan (1998) explored the rapid
achievement gainsin North Carolinaand Texas. During the period from 1990 to 1997, North
Carolinaand Texas posted the largest average gains in student scores on the NAEP. The study
concluded that the most plausible explanation for the test score gains are found in the policy
environment established in each state including |eadership from the business community,
political leadership, and consistency of the reform agenda. The reform agenda at that time
included state-wide academic standards, holding all students to the same standards, computerized
feedback systems, and accountability systems with consequences for results including TBVP.

Cooper and Cohn (1997) completed a comprehensive study of student achievement using data
from 541 classrooms in South Carolina. Their study controlled for the numerous factors that
affect the educational performance of individual students measured as gain scores on reading and
mathematics standardized tests. An assortment of independent variables were incorporated
including two teacher incentive plans designed to monetarily reward teachers and/or schools that
are effective in increasing student test scores. PLAN1 was an individual bonus model that
included attendance, a performance evaluation, and completion of self-improvement goals.
PLANZ2 wasthe TBVP design. Other variables considered included family background and
demographic variables of the students, teacher variables, school resources, and innate ability of
the students. Both ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions and an estimation of a frontier
production function were calculated. They found that the only consistently significant variables
in the achievement gain process were the two teacher incentive plans and the percentage of
students eligible for free or reduced-fee lunch (PCTFRL). Their conclusion was that South
Carolinaleaders should consider improving socioeconomic conditions and reall ocating resources
in amore efficient manner in order to improve standardized test results.

The Georgia Department of Education (2000) found that during the 1996-97, 1997-98, and 1998-
99 cycles, mean ITBS Total Reading and Total Math test scores of schools participating

Georgia s TBVP program were significantly higher than scores of other schoolsin the state at
gradesthree, five, and eight. The demographics of the TBV P schools were similar to the state as
awhole during those years. Average student scores of schoolsinvolved in TBVP in 1993-94,
1994-95, and 1995-96 were also higher than other schoolsin the state, but the number of schools
was too small and unrepresentative to make meaningful comparisons. The number of high
schools recelving awards in any year was too small to make meaningful comparisons.

Teacher Motivation

One of the major goals of lowa Senate File 476, the Teacher Quality Legislation, wasto create
incentives for teachers to improve their skills and teaching practices to enhance student
achievement. Milanowski’s (1999) study asked “What aspects of a school’ s capacity to improve
student achievement are likely to change substantially from cycle to cycle? Capacity isa
combination of staff motivation and ability. Ability islikely to change rather slowly.”
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Therefore, perhaps motivation is the key to improvement of student achievement. This section
discusses the research on using TBVP to motivate teachers to modify their work to improve
student performance. Several studies have examined the affect of team-based performance pay
on teacher motivation.

Hajnal and Dibski (1993) discuss the motivational effect of compensation in TBV P compared to
individual merit pay. According to Hills (in Hanal & Dibski, 1993), the * objectives of
compensation are to get employees to join the organization and to motivate them to behave in
ways that are congruent with the organization’s needs.” Hajnal and Dibski suggest that a better
understanding of the reward system may be accomplished by considering atripartite
compensation system consisting of (a) pecuniary rewards, (b) non-pecuniary extrinsic rewards,
and (c) non-pecuniary intrinsic awards. Pecuniary rewards include the base salary and merit pay.
Non-pecuniary rewards are those bestowed by others in the school environment. Principal
feedback such asformal or informal recognition, favorable job assignment, and involvement in
decision-making could be considered non-pecuniary external rewards. Hills (in Hajnal & Dibski,
1993) notes that the potential for non-pecuniary extrinsic rewards in education isimmense. In
addition to the principal rewards, parents, students, other teachers, family, school board
members, and society dispense extrinsic rewards to teachers. For Hills non-pecuniary intrinsic
rewards include status, autonomy, and a sense of accomplishment. Feelings of being
appreciated, completing an assignment well, being part of a successful group, and having
contributed to the success of others can all be considered intrinsic rewards. The literature isfilled
with studies affirming the central role played by intrinsic motivation in facilitating professional
development of teachers (Feistritzer, 1986; Bookhart & Freeman, 1992; Espinet, Simmons &
Atwater, 1992; Serow, 1994; Rogers, Bond, & Nottingham, 1997).

Hajnal and Dibski (1993) believe that TBV P based on school-level increases in scores
encourages co-operative behavior among teachers including improved communication and joint
problem solving which have been problems with individual merit pay. While they state that
TBV P does not have motivating power to stand alone, it would complement a career ladder
program. They emphasize that the rewards, pecuniary and non-pecuniary, intrinsic and extrinsic,
must fit the tasks to be accomplished, the culture of the school, and the professionalization of
teaching. For example, if teachers are expected to collaborate as a group, then somehow their
rewards must reflect and reinforce teamwork.

Clark and Wilson (1961) developed asimilar typology. They differentiate among three types of
incentives (a) material incentives: tangible rewards including wages and merit pay; (b) solidary
incentives: intangible rewards derived from association including sociability, status, and
identification; and (C) purposive incentives: intangible rewards related to the goals of the
organization including satisfaction from making a difference. They suggest that although
organizations may include all kinds of incentives often one is predominate. For example,
organizations that rely mostly on material incentives include business firms, trade unions, and
political machines. These organizations explicitly seek material rewards for their members and
develop precise cost-accounting machinery. Executives devote their energies toward obtaining
material resources. Solidary organizations include service-oriented voluntary associations and
social clubs. Efforts are directed toward obtaining prestige or fellowship. Purposive
organizations involve members because they want to help achieve the goals of the organization.
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Schools often embody the strengths and weaknesses of the purposive incentive organizations.
According to Scott (1987), schools *“ must supplement their primary incentives with material
inducements — to retain a core staff —and solidary incentives — to help sustain the rank and file
through the dry spells.”

Koehler (1996) notes that often young faculty members have prevailing financial needs including
the repayment of student loans, growing family needs, and other personal commitments. He
believes that financial motivations are strongest during the early and middle-career intervals.
Once those needs are satisfied, intrinsic rewards and status-recognition rewards become the
prime motivators for most faculty members.

Kelley (1999) studied the motivational impact of TBV P programs in Kentucky, Charlotte-
Macklenburg, North Carolina, Douglas County, Colorado, and Maryland primarily through the
use of interviews and surveys. She structured her study using three different theories of
motivation from the employee motivation literature: expectancy theory, goal-setting theory, and
systems theory. Vroom's (1964) expectancy theory suggests that the individual will consider the
outcomes associated with various levels of performance (from an entire spectrum of performance
possibilities) and elect to pursue the level that generates the greatest reward for him or her.
Vroom's theory states that individuals will be motivated to perform based the belief that effort
exerted will lead to the desired performance and the subjective probability that a given
performance will lead to certain desired outcomes. In other words, “teachers must know and
understand the goals; they must believe that the accomplishment of these goalsis substantially
within their control; and they must believe that achievement of the goals will result in an
outcome (or a set of outcomes) that is valuable to them” (Kelley, 1999). Valued outcomes for
teachers include professional efficacy, professional collaboration, and financial incentives.
Goal-setting theory (Locke, 1968) suggests that goals that lead to high levels of performance are
specific, difficult, attainable, and worthwhile. Kelley (1999) notes that research has shown that
simply “setting clear and measurable goals can motivate employees to higher performance.”
Goal success can lead to a sense of achievement aswell as to external rewards such as
recognition. Systems theory is basically concerned with problems of relationships, structures,
and interdependence. All systems are characterized by a combination of parts whose

rel ationships make them, to some degree, interdependent (Hong, Al-Khatib, Magagna,
McLoughlin, & Coe, 2001). Interactions among the parts of a system must be recognized and
understood or change will fail. Scott (1992) advocates that the alignment of organizational
resources and policies is motivating.

Kelley (1999) examined the extent to which TBV P programs motivate teachers by providing
valued outcomes, clear goals, and resource alignment. Her research suggests an interactive
effect, “the use of extrinsic rewards, in the form of school-based performance awards, can
motivate some individuals directly and can aso create intrinsic rewards that are likely to enhance
teaching practice (e.g., clear goals, opportunities for professional development, and collaboration
around curriculum and instruction.).” Kelley found that performance bonuses had strong direct
or indirect effects on motivation to change teaching practice. On her survey, 74 percent of
Kentucky teachers and 92 per cent of Charlotte-Mecklenburg teachers indicated that receiving a
pay bonus was either desirable or very desirable. She found that the rewards teachers indicate
that they value most were intrinsic rewards. Satisfaction from student performance improvement,
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meeting school goals, and the opportunity to work collaboratively with other staff members on
curriculum and instruction were the most likely intrinsic outcomes of a TBV P program.

Kelley (1999) found that TBV P could also create some negative consequences including stress
on teachers, an overly focused curriculum, and pressure on assessment instruments. She
suggests that many of these negative effects can be avoided through careful program design.
One way to limit the negative effectsis by structuring the programs to reward improvementsin
performance in order to control for past variations in achievement levels among schools. She
callsfor further research to compare and understand the differences in motivational impact of
TBVP programs that provide funds for school improvement and those that provide salary
bonuses.

Heneman published two articles on the motivationa affect of TBVP (Heneman, 1998; Heneman
& Milanowski, 1999) that studied the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School (CMS) TBVP and
complemented and extended Kelley’ swork. His speculation, based on expectancy theory, is
that, “the more that a teacher perceives that working hard will pay off in higher student
achievement, the more the teacher believes that effort is accurately focused on the student
achievements desired by the school, and the more the teacher iswilling to persist in the pursuit of
student achievement, the greater the teacher’ s expectancy that individual effort will likely have a
positive impact on student achievement.” In thefirst study, Heneman’s team interviewed
administrators and teachers in 12 schools in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg District. He found that
teachersfelt that the student achievement goals were understandable, challenging, specific, and
focused. Many teachers stated that they believed they had a reasonable chance of meeting this
year’ sgoals. Teachers believed that their schools had adequate available resources, but they
were divided on the impact of other enablers including curriculum alignment, team teaching and
planning, best-practice information, professional development, and parental support. Many
teachers were critical of the bonus size. Teachers reported that the largest positive consequence
was helping their students learn. Teachers also noted that meeting the achievement goals
brought professional pride and valued public recognition. While teachers certainly appreciate
more money, thereislittle evidence that it drives their behavior in the classroom. They seem
more likely to be gratified by “psychic rewards’ such as small, immeasurable signs of individual
student progress (Lashway, 2001). High stress, high pressure, and more working hours were al'so
reported.

Heneman also compared his results with the Kentucky TBVP plan studied by Kelley and Protsik
(1997). Teachersin both districts agreed that it was appropriate for teachers to be held
accountable for student achievement. In both groups it appeared to be the * presence and
challenge of the goals and accompanying pride in meeting them...that were the primary
incentives for enhanced teacher motivation.” The enabler with the greatest potential for helping
teachersimprove was professiona development. Several differencesin the CMS plan and the
Kentucky plan also immerged. The measures of student achievement are more performance-
based and complex in Kentucky than in CMS. The size of the bonus in Kentucky was between
$1,300 and $2,300 per teacher and teachers generally felt that this was acceptable. The CMS
teachers were critical of their bonus amount. Kentucky teachers were acutely aware of negative
sanctions their schools could experience including state management of schools and dismissal of
teachers and these negative sanctions appeared to be motivating. In CMS, negative sanctions
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were either unknown or a remote possibility for the teachers. Heneman concluded that the CM S
program was effective in focusing and channeling teacher effort toward improved student
achievement, however, the full potential of the program was not realized due to teachers
perceived deficiencies in knowledge about various factors including the amount of the bonus.

In the second study (Heneman & Milanowski, 1999), surveys were administered to teachersin
Charlotte-Mecklenburg and in Kentucky. The surveys were designed to measure the desirability
of the outcomes of TBV P including bonus fairness, bonus value, pay satisfaction, bonus
motivation, bonus continuation, and withdrawal intentions. The two groups were very
comparablein their results. Very desirable outcomes included: personal satisfaction from
improved student performance, having students learn new skills, receiving a bonus, working
toward clear school wide goals, personal satisfaction in meeting goals, receiving funds for school
improvement, working cooperatively, and public recognition. Several outcomes were aso rated
as very undesirable including more pressure and job stress, public criticism or embarrassment
due to not achieving goals, loss of professional pride, putting in more hours, and less freedom to
teach things unrelated to goals. TBVP is more than just a bonus program. TBVP programs
trigger and deliver multiple outcomes to teachers, some of which are desirable and some of
which are objectionable. The authors concluded that bonuses are very desirable by teachers and
in TBVP bonuses are accompanied by a variety of other extrinsic and intrinsic outcomes
associated with attaining student achievement goals. However, two major drawbacks,
undesirable outcomes associated with sanctions and stress and problemsin fairly administering
the TBVP may cause teachersto desire to see the program discontinued or to withdraw from
participation in it. Heneman and Milanowski call for careful planning, design, and
administration of a TBV P program in order to realize its high motivational potential. In her
review of Milanowski’s work Malen (1999) notes that motivation is a complex phenomenon and
the reactions vary considerably. Malen further suggests that perhaps different kinds of incentive
systems are needed for schools to take advantage of the many motivational factors that inspire
different staff members. She argues that the optimism of Kelley and of Heneman and Milanoski
regarding the motivational potential of TBVP may be due to the newness of the program and
may not pan out over the long haul.

Kelley and Protsick’s (1997) study centered on six award winning Kentucky schools, four
elementary and two middle schools, in the Louisville-Frankfort-L exington areas and focused on
employee motivation and compensation design. Their findings were that, rather than the
monetary award, the teachers were more motivated by other aspects of the accountability
program including “the fear of sanctions; the desire for positive public recognition; having clear
goals, clear technologies for achieving those goals, and measurabl e results; and by sharing with
their students the energy and enthusiasm that comes from engaging together in learning.”

Group incentive programs have been found to be a component that encourages cooperative
efforts within schools to work on common student goals that impact student performance.
Burgess et a. (2001) note that one objection to an individual performance relate pay scheme for
teachersis that teaching involves team-based cooperation that is inconsistent with an individual
merit pay scheme. TBVP overcomes this objection. Others argue that just because effort is
collaborative, it does not necessarily follow that all pay should be distributed equally. Some
members of the group may be better players than others and advance the goals of the team better
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than others. In her review of Milanowski’swork Malen (1999) argues that it may be unrealistic
to expect a modest school-based award to engender collegial interaction or foster coordinated
collective action.

Kelley, Odden, Milanowski, and Heneman (2000) studied three sites, Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
Kentucky, and Maryland, through on-site interviews with teachers and principals and mail
surveys. They utilized two theories of individual motivation, expectancy theory and goal-setting
theory. Expectancy theory supports that individuals are most motivated when they have a strong
belief that they can achieve specified goals. Goal-setting theory states that clear and specific
student achievement goals are more motivating for teachers than unclear or conflicting goals.
Kelley et al. propose six conditions that must be present to maximize the likelihood that SBPA
programs would have positive impacts on teachers.
1. Teachers must believe that if they try they can succeed in achieving goals.
2. Positive outcomes associated with the program must be greater than the negative outcomes.
3. Bonuses must be aligned with other motivating outcomes (such as seeing one’ s students
achieve at higher levels).
4. Program goals must be consistent with the goals of other improvement programsin place at
the schools.
5. The program must be perceived as fair, both in likelihood of success and in its operation.
6. The program must be properly implemented.
Again teachers reported that a variety of positive and negative outcomes were associated with
TBVP programs. Valued outcomes were both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations including
receiving a bonus, receiving school improvement funds, personal satisfaction for meeting goals,
personal satisfaction from improved student performance, and avoiding embarrassment due to
not achieving goals. Schools with higher average levels of teacher expectancy were more likely
to show improvement in student achievement outcomes. Thisfinding is consistent with
motivational theory and earlier research on work motivation (Odden et al.,1999). Odden et al.
notes that the motivational effects of the programs were not as strong as might be expected. He
concludes that a successful TBV P program involves more than promising school staff a bonusif
performance goals are met. Attention must be paid to design, management, and enabling
conditions. Of special importance is paying attention to building teacher expectancy, ensuring
the fairness of the program, guaranteeing the availability of bonuses if the goals are met, and
ascertaining active support from building leaders.

While “incentive” and “bonus’ are both used throughout this paper. A distinction is made
between the two in pay for performance programs discussed in the literature. Bonuses are
reinforcements offered after the fact. The theory is that behaviors occur due to past experiences
with reinforcement and the objective measurement of the value of past rewards. Incentives, on
the other hand, cause staff members to adjust behaviors due to anticipation and subjective
weighting of future rewards. With an incentive program the teachers know the criteria needed to
receive areward before the school year begins. The setting of the criteria defines whether the
TBVP will serve as abonus or an incentive depending on which psychological theory is
employed. No studies were found that discussed the differences between incentive and bonus
programsin TBVP.

Additional Benefits and Concerns
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A few additional benefits and concerns about TBVP are sprinkled in the literature (Table 2).
Cooper (2002) notes that TBV P encourages team working and co-operative behavior. He also
found that TBVP is an effective way to clarify goals and priorities within ateam. Wilms and
Chapleu (1999) state that inevitably children wind up the losers because curricula are narrowed
to include subjects that can be taught by drill and repetition and that are easily measured.
Teachersin the Colonial School District in Pennsylvaniareported pressure from some teachers
and union leaders to any teacher receiving an award to donate it to a charitable institution. The
message was clear that they do not deserve the money even though they earned it (Sultanik,
2000). Thereisadanger that peer pressure will intensify causing an oppressive atmosphere
(Cooper, 2002).

Unfortunately, thereis virtually no information on how the incentives resulting from
accountability systems affect other student outcomes. For instance, TBVP may influence
dropout rates or the classification of students into various at-risk categories (Goldhaber, 2001).
“Rewards do not provide the kind of silver bullet that will transform attitudes or jump-start a
dysfunctional school. Boosting student achievement requires a comprehensive approach that
includes teacher development, adequate resources, and organizational support. Done well,
incentives can be a useful supporting role; done carelessly, they can create dissension that diverts
attention from the central goal of improving student achievement” (Johnson et al, 1999).

Table 2

Some Advantages and Disadvantages of Team-Based Variable Pay Programs

Advantages Disadvantages

Provides clear focus for a building to focus Focuses too narrowly on the measures that are
efforts. used in the rating system.

(Clotfelter & Ladd, 1996; Kelley, Milanowski,
& Heneman, 2000)

Encourages teachers to support and learn from | Teachers who do not contribute to the success

each other of the building share in the reward.

Teachers see salary bonuses as being desirable. | The greater the incentives, the more likely that
(Heneman & Milanowski, 1999; Kelley, they will lead to stress, strains, and distortions.
Milanowski, & Heneman, 2000) (Clotfelter & Ladd, 1996)

Non-monetary rewards often accompany salary | Non-monetary rewards are stronger motivators
bonuses. for teachers.

The lowa Pilot Project Overview

lowa Senate File 476 provided for a pilot program for TBVP for Student Achievement. The
Department of Education was charged with establishing a pilot program. Schools accepted in the
pilot program were required to administer valid and reliable standardized assessments at the
beginning and the end of the school year. If the attendance center demonstrated growth in
student achievement all licensed practitioners employed at the center would share in acash
award. Each participating school designed its own program including (@) student performance
goals, (b) student performance levels, (c) multiple indicators to determine progress, and (d) a
system for providing the financial rewards. The plans were approved by each local school board.
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The application formisfound in Appendix C. Plans were accepted at the Department of
Education until October 1, 2001.

Once the plans were received at the department, they were checked for accuracy and
completeness by two member teams composed of Department of Education Consultants. The
teams compl eted checklists by assigning points for assessment information, appropriate goals
set, local board approval, and description of readiness. The schools receiving the highest total
points were accepted into the pilot program. Schools accepted into the program were notified on
October 24, 2001. The remainder of this study focuses on the schools accepted into this pilot
program.
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M ethod

To investigate these questions, primarily qualitative methods were used. Since this study sought
to identify how school districts orchestrated their pilot projects to achieve gains, it employed in-
depth interviewing, participant observation, and content review to understand how the
component parts fit together to create a culture for success in meeting student achievement goals.
Quantitative methods were used to augment the study. For example, quantitative methods were
used to compare baseline and end-of-pil ot assessment data.

Participants

Thirty-one schools representing fifteen districts submitted proposals to become pilot schools.
Eighteen schools in ten districts were accepted into the pilot project based on their fulfillment of
the required criteria as recorded in their team-based variable pay applications. The schools are
diverse in geography, student demographics, and student achievement (see Table 3).

Table 3
Schools Selected for the Pilot Project*

District, School Grade Student Certified Enroll/ %Receiving | %Minority | Population
levels | Enrollment Staff FTE Freeor of city or
FTE Reduced town

Lunch (2000)

Davis County, PK-4 476 39.37 121 3% 3% 2,601

DavisES

Davis County, 5-8 376 24.05 15.6 32% 2% 2,601

Davis Middle

Des Moines, K-5 411 324 12.7 57% 26% 198,682

Oak Park ES

Griswold, K-5 133 10 133 31% 3% 1,039

Elliott ES

Johnston, 9-12 1291 75.4 171 3% 7% 8,649

High School

Johnston, K-5 444 36.6 121 7% 8% 8,649

Lawson ES

Johnston, 6-8 1043 75.3 13.9 3% 7% 8,649

Middle School

Linn-Mar, K-5 430 28.5 151 13% 5% 26,294

Indian Creek

ES

Missouri 6-8 243 16.48 14.7 27% 3% 2,992

Valley, Middle

Schooal

NE Hamilton, K-12 295 26 11.3 20% 4% 235

K-12

Odlwein, K-5 130 9.28 14.0 68% 10% 6,692

Harlan ES
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Table 3 (continued)
Schools Selected for the Pilot Project*

District, School Grade Student Certified Enroll/ %Receiving | %Minority | Population
levels | Enrollment Staff FTE Free or of city or
FTE Reduced town
Lunch (2000)
Oelwein, 9-12 478 36.36 13.1 23% 1% 6,692
High School
Oelwein, 6-9 381 30.2 12.6 39% 3% 6,692
Middle School
Oelwein, K-5 112 9.55 11.7 63% 12% 6,692
Parkside ES
Oelwein, PK-5 394 30.3 13.0 39% 4% 6,692
Wings Pk ES
Stratford, PK-6 99 10.6 9.3 25% 0% 746
ES
Van Buren, K-6 156 13 12.0 30% 2% unincorp
Douds ES
Van Buren, K-6 168 135 12.4 33% 1% 284
Stockport ES

* School demographic information based on the Fall 2001 BEDS documentation.
Data Collection
Interviews

Primary data collection took place over the period lasting from November 29, 2001 through July
31, 2002. During that time period, two rounds of semi-structured contacts were conducted with
an administrator in each building. A semi-structured interview protocol was developed to guide
theinterviews. Thefirst round of administrator in-depth interviews was started on November 29,
2001 and was completed by December 18, 2001. The questions for the first interview with
administrators are attached in Appendix D. The second round of follow-up informal interviews
was completed May 1, 2002. The initial interviews began with a brief discussion of the research
study that was being completed and areview of the interview protocol to be used. Permission to
tape record the interviews, with an assurance of confidentiality, was sought and obtained. The
typical principal interview lasted 60 minutes.

One set of semi-structured interviews was also conducted with three teachers from each building.
The interviews included two teachers from different teaching assignments (i.e. one primary and
one intermediate) selected by the principal and athird teacher who was also a building
association representative. The lowa State Education Association (ISEA) provided alist of
appropriate building contacts who were a so association representatives. When these individuals
were available, they wereincluded in the interview triad. The intent was to solicit responses
from typical individuals so no attempt was planned to identify individuals considered extreme or
deviant in their attitudes or role performance. While this was a compromise from the ideal of a
random sample, there is no reason to believe that the teachers were selected according to
demographic or attitudinal characteristics that would lead to biased results. The same researcher
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conducted al interviews. The teacher interviews began with abrief discussion of the research
study that was being completed and areview of the interview protocol to be used. Permission to
tape record the interviews, with an assurance of confidentiality, was sought and obtained from
the teachers. To further protect confidentiality, demographic and other information was not
obtained. Thiswill prohibit a more detailed description of the teacher sample, but was chosen to
encourage free and open responses to the interview questions. The typical teacher interview
lasted 30 minutes.

urveys

In order to provide for awider range of participation, a4-point Likert scale survey was
developed and administered in April 2002 (see Appendix E). Survey items were constructed to
assess the teachers’ perceived effects of the variable pay on the participants, on the school
climate, and on student achievement. Some items collected from over 100 items from prior
studies on employee reactions to TBV P were adapted and other new items were written. Items
were rated from “disagree” (1) to “agree” (4). An accompanying cover letter explained the
purpose of the survey. The survey was distributed to all staff included in the pay plan for the
building along with an addressed, stamped envelope addressed to the lowa Department of
Education in the Grimes State Office Building.

Observations

At least one observation of staff professional development in each building was completed. A
format for the observation was developed. Field notes of each observation were taken to aid in
the examination of the staff development program in the building as to design, opportunities for
collaboration or follow-up, proximity to the classroom, and relationship to building goals.

Informal observations were also completed as the opportunity arose. These included staff
interactions, building climate, classrooms, and staff areas. Again field notes were recorded that
included the people, events, or situation involved, the main issuesin the contact, and the
implications on this study.

Artifacts

Building demographic information was accumulated from the Basic Educational Data Survey
(BEDS) documents and building websites. District goal information and test data were collected
from the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP) and the Annual Progress Reports
(APR) for 2000-2001 and 2001-2001. Criterion-referenced tests (CRT) data and norm-referenced
test (i.e. lowaTests, ITBS and ITED) data was collected for at |east the last two years for each
building. Information was gleaned from additional documents including the school’ s application
for the pilot program and district documents.

Analysis

As an embedded case study, there were two units of analysis to be examined. At the finer grain
of analysis, case studies were written for each school (Appendix B). In turn, these cases
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informed the larger unit of analysis. The eighteen cases were compared to create a Cross case
analysis, which form the main portion of these results.

The taped interviews both with the principa and with the teachers were transcribed to facilitate a
content analysis of responses. The analysis sought to identify major themes or issues embedded
in the principals and teachers' responses to the questions. Standard qualitative methods of
content analysis were employed.

The surveys were quantitatively tabulated with any additional comments noted. The units of the
analysis were the individual staff member and the individual school. The means, standard
deviations, and correlations of teachers' agreement ratings for the outcomes were computed
(Appendix E and F). Factor analysis of the intercorrelations was conducted using SPSS software
to determine which outcomes clustered together. Means, standard deviations, and
intercorrelations among the variables were completed

To facilitate the management of the data an unordered meta-matrix (Merriam, 1988), that isa
large chart organized by key variables, was designed to include key phrases, quotes, and other
illustrations of acategory. A coding system evolved from this. Data management was
facilitated through the use of technology. The constant comparative method provided by Glaser
and Strauss (1967) and adapted by Lincoln and Guba (1985) was undertaken. The synthesis of
the data included identification of themes, ideas, and relationships. Hierarchies of concepts and
categories and explanations of concepts were established when possible. Triangulation of
information was completed for each concept established. Member checking was accomplished
with principals and the interviewed teachers of the 18 schools. It should be noted that the teacher
statements are based on limited samples and should be treated as suggestive and tentative rather
than necessarily representative of all teachers in the schools.

Quantitative techniques were employed in the area of student achievement. Cohort growth using
ITBSor ITED scoresin the areas of reading comprehension and mathematics were calculated
when the information was available.
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Findings

The 18 schools chosen for the pilot project vary widely in many ways (Table 3 and Table 4). For
example, the average teacher salary ranges from $29,740 in one school to $42,644 in another.
Average teacher experience varies from 8 yearsin one district to more than 20 yearsin another.
On many characteristics, the schools are representative of the range of values seen in schoolsin
lowa.

Table4
Teacher Data from the Pilot Schools*
District, School Average | Average |AverageFT| Average | No. FT % FT
FT Teacher|FT Teacher| Teacher |Ageof FT | Teachers | Teachers
Salary Total Digtrict | Teacher. | with Adv. | with Adv.
Experience| Experience Degrees | Degrees
Davis County, Davis ES $29,740 16.7 155 424 8 20.0
Davis County, DavisMS $32,159 19.1 17.2 45.1 4 18.2
Des Moines, Oak Park ES $39,766 10.0 74 40.3 11 40.7
Griswold, Elliott ES $32,404 10.0 9.7 36.6 0 0.0
Johnston, High School $38,017 111 6.9 36.7 14 20.6
Johnston, Lawson ES $35,464 9.7 5.6 354 9 25.7
Johnston, Middle School $37,919 12.1 7.6 38.9 11 17.2
Linn-Mar, Indian Creek ES $39,224 154 114 41.2 7 25.9
Missouri Valley, Middle $37,632 15.1 13.8 41.9 3 20.0
Northeast Hamilton, K-12 $30,391 8.0 5.3 344 3 12.0
Oelwein, Harlen ES $37,092 134 12.9 41.8 2 22.2
Oelwein, High School $42,102 18.3 15.3 44.4 8 22.9
Oelwein, Middle School $42,644 20.2 16.6 484 5 185
Oelwein, Parkside ES $40,535 17.3 13.7 42 4 44.4
Oelwein, Wings Park ES $38,121 17.1 14.7 439 3 10.3
Stratford, ES $32,308 9.67 7.56 38.6 0 0.0
Van Buren, Douds ES $31,776 15.9 13.9 42.3 1 10.0
Van Buren, Stockport ES $31,942 10.3 9.83 39.3 2 16.7
Unweighted Means $36,069 13.9 114 40.8 5.3 19.2

*Source: lowa Department of Education, Basic Educational Data Survey, 2001-2002 Staff file.

Nine schools earned awards (Table 5). Among these were 8 of 11 elementary schools, 1 of 4
middle schooals, 0 of 2 high schools, and 0 of 1 K-12 district. One high school completed their
posttest in November 2002 with results expected in December.
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Table5
Schools Earning Awards
District Building Goals Goals not Reward
met met earned
Davis County Elementary X
Davis County Middle School X
Des Moines Oak Park ES X $41,100
Griswold Elliott ES X
Johnston Lawson ES X $44,400
Johnston Middle School X
Johnston High School *
Linn Mar Indian Creek ES X $43,000
Missouri Valley Middle School X
Northeast Hamilton K-12 X
Oelwein Wings Park ES X(75%) $29,550
Oelwein Harlan ES X
Oelwein Parkside ES X(75%) $8,400
Oelwein Middle School X(75%) $28,575
Oelwein Senior High X
Stratford Stratford ES X $9,900
Van Buren Stockport ES X $16,800
Van Buren Douds ES X $15,600
TOTALS 9 8 $237,325

*Fall 2002 testing.

Benefits of TBVP

Some administrators and teachers saw the influence of TBVP as being overwhelmingly positive.
Others were much less enthusiastic about the program. This section highlights the mgjor themes
and issues found in the comments made by teachers and administrators regarding TBVP.

Goals

During the interviews, staff members in ten schools shared that they felt that TBV P brought the
school goalsto the forefront. Administrators noted that the awareness of the staff was raised
about the school’s annual goals. The goals were integrated into the work of each school and the
goals provided focus for the school. Staff members discussed the motivating effects of the goals
in terms of the pretest and posttest. The difference in the students' scores at the beginning of the
year and the end of the year was a source of pride for teachers. Teachers also noted that they
were intrinsically rewarded for focusing on the goals whether or not they receive a monetary
reward.
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A staff member at one school noted that “everyone in the school, students and staff, alike have
been made more aware of the goals for the year. The focusison what isgood for the kids.”
Seeing the goal in black and white and knowing where they want to be at the end of the year was
considered motivating. In many of the schools the goals were posted in the rooms of the school
building. One building even lined the corridor with student written academic and personal goals.
Another noted that TBV P gave them an extra boost of awareness with no extra pressure placed
on the students. Awareness was raised and conversations took place about the goals.

Members of one school staff noted that they particularly liked that the focus on goals for all
students. Team membersin many of the schools appreciated that the goals were in reading.
“The better the student reads and understands the better they will do in my class,” was what one
teacher explained. However, not everyone agreed. One teacher from a high school building
stated that collaboration was important in a school building and she felt that this was being
undermined by the focus on the core goals.

Teamwork

During the interviewsin 14 of the 18 pilot schools staff members highlighted the benefit of
teamwork and collaboration as a byproduct of TBVP. One team reported working together to
make sure that “no kids fall through the cracks.” One staff reported spending more time
analyzing what children were learning and discussing how to help students who were not doing
well. Other school building teams aso reported more discussions by staff on what techniques are
working and what is not working to improve student achievement. Teachersin an el ementary
school expressed the feeling that the staff of their school was pulling together with no one | eft
out. They capitalized upon opportunities to discuss apprehensions and successes. The group
stated that even if TBV P were no longer funded, they would continue to work as ateam. The
team members mentioned that it takes work to facilitate collaboration, but it isworth it and has
produced a better learning environment for the students. The burden of improving student
achievement is seen as a shared responsibility rather than just the responsibility of the classroom
teacher. Another teacher stated that the staff seesitself as supportive of each other. Teachers
have increased the sharing of successes with each other and with the students. Even in a school
with a staff that considered itself as “ pretty focused on achievement of all children before
committing to the pilot project” stated that the main change that they have seen is staff working
together as a school wide team.

The paraprofessional staff members are also included in the team. Teachers reported seeing the
associates as having agreater role in improving student achievement. The associates reported
feeling like they were amore integral part of the staff and saw themselves as having value for the
school. Teachersin aschool that included the entire staff in the TBV P rewards proudly reported
every employee with no demarcation line was included in the team effort to improve student
achievement. One teacher discussed the cafeteria manager reading with the students, mentors
reading with the students, custodians encouraging students to work hard, and the participation of
the Parent Teacher Association. In one school a staff member noted that he liked the fact that the
financial benefits were extended to all teachers and associates which demonstrated that all staff
members work for the children.
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Teachers in another school noted that unity hasimproved. “Everyone has come together as a
team to make every student successful.” Thisincluded more involvement of noncore teachers
and auxiliary staff including the custodians. “Everyoneis pitching in to help wherever they are
needed,” ateacher stated. Physical Education teachersin one school offered to help with small
reading groups. One teacher who stated that she felt affirmed by the participation in TBVP said,
“1 like being part of ateam where student achievement is praised and recognized by al staff,
certified and noncertified.

One principal noted that the teachers were taking greater ownership of the assessment data. A
member of the same staff noted that “ our staff has really pulled together as ateam with excellent
leadership from our principal. Students are the winners when we all work together.”

Collegiality among faculty members increased in some of the schools. As one teacher stated, “I
feel it has brought our staff together and encouraged sharing of ideas and materials that may
otherwise not have been shared.” Another agreed, “I like what it did to pull this school together.”
Team membersin other schools discussed an increase in communication between staff members.

Rewards

Recognition for doing a good job was the number one benefit discussed by the teachersin one
school. Some teachers stated that they liked a reward system based on teachers’ hard work
toward an achievable goal. Other teachersindicated that the program was comfortable in that it
was similar to what they have been doing, but now they will be recognized for their students
achievements. They expressed excitement about this validation. A teacher noted that she “felt
like TBVP would reward them (teachers) for being dedicated professionals.” She noted that the
recognition would also be welcome. Some teachers felt that the extra pay gave them extra
incentive and motivation. One noted that “the bonus rewards our hard work. It likely pushes
lazy teachersto work harder.” Several of the teachers commented that they might have done
many of the things that they did this year anyway, but the incentive of TBV P encouraged them to
move more quickly to get things done. More than one teacher stated that it was nice to be
compensated for their hard work. One response was that “this (TBVP) was a great thing for the
stateto do. | like getting abit of areward for working together for the good of the kids.”

Teaching Practice

More than half of the schools discussed changesin curriculum delivery to students. One team
reported that their staff was spending more time analyzing what children were learning and
discussing how to help students who were not doing well. One teacher noted, “I feel many of the
staff members had this pilot in the backs of their minds throughout thisyear. However, we take
great pride in reaching our goals by the action plans we set...this pilot pushed us even more.”
Teachersin another school discussed increased time spent examining strategies and interventions
to seeif they are really working. An enhanced focus on student achievement was seen. One
staff member noted that the emphasisis on all studentsimproving, not just those at the bottom.

One elementary school reported increased reading activities such as areading celebration and a
continuous read center that have been received enthusiastically by many of the students.
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Mathematics activities have also been enhanced with storefront activities and lots of graphing
activities. One staff member stated that “if we don’t get the money, we don’t get the money. It's
still win-win because we are helping kids.” Teachers at one high school noted that it has not
been business as usual. Every department joined in the effort to facilitate improved reading and
mathematics skills. One teacher noted that while high schools can tend to be territorial, it is not
happening with this project. Asthe pilot progressed emphasis was less on the possibility of
receiving afinancial reward and more on the product of improved learning for students. A
middle school reported that a conscious effort has been made to integrate reading and
mathematics into aimost all of the coursework. The teachers noted that their professional
development program focusing on reading has helped. They stated that they like the modeling
that was going on for kids demonstrating that reading and math skills go beyond the reading and
math classroom. They gave the example that no longer were percents seen as only a“math
thing” but they are also used in the social science classroom.

The improved use of assessments was also reported. One principal reported that teachers are
becoming better at using assessments and probes to group, regroup, and reteach. Teachers also
listed assessment literacy among the changes brought by TBVP. In one school teachers reported
that they are more likely to examine growth patterns and to chart progress. Some of the teachers
felt that they would probably be doing this anyway, but TBV P was an extra push to do it now.

Benefits of the TBVP program were noted at each of the schoolsinvolved in the pilot. Staff at
one school mentioned that they liked the fact that TBVP was a volunteer program. At another
school ateacher stated that she appreciated that this was something that they chose to do with no
pressure from administrators or state consultants. In another school teachers noted that the pilot
was not “shoved down their throat,” but rather they chose to participate. One teacher said that he
expects the positives to stay next year even if the funding goes away.

Concerns about TBVP
Disrespect for Professionals

Several concerns about the TBV P program were also noted. Staff members were skeptical of the
premise of merit pay. Teachersfelt that TBVP did not contribute to the staff being viewed as
professional. Apprehensions were raised that they would be viewed as teaching only for the
money. One teacher noted, | have been very insulted about this whole concept. It seemsto be
the premise that |, as an educator, do not give my utmost in order to have the children in my class
succeed, but if I’'m given more money, | will value their success more.” One commented that
“teachers were being reduced to pawns whose actions were dictated by money.” Another wrote,
“1 hope our teacher hopefully give their best without having to rely on *bonus’ pay.” Still another
stated, “Most of us are in education to help students. We do our best without these incentives.”
One teacher noted that “the joy of teaching and learning are clouded by thisincentives. |
wouldn’t be teaching if money was my object — bonus or not.” One teacher was concerned that
she would read in the newspaper that scores went up because the teachers got more money.
Teachers were concerned that the public would see teachers as “working for carrots.” They
wanted to make sure that it was understood that they were doing what they did for the students.
Teaching is an important profession and the public perception of the profession is often distorted.
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One staff member noted that it is unfortunate in education that we have to bribe teachers to do
what they are supposed to do anyway. Teachersin three schools stated that TBV P was another
“hoop to jump through” and more politics to play to get extramoney. The belief was that
teachers should be recognized for what they do and be compensated accordingly without
additional requirements.

One team noted that the financial benefits possible were a positive, but were not seen as enough
incentive to make poor teachers better. The amount of money involved was not enough to make
adifference in motivating teachers. More motivation for teachers comes from high expectations
from administrators and awillingness to terminate poor teachers. Similarly another team stated
that many of the things they do for students are intangibles, often things that only the teachers,
themselves, know about. Thisteam was gratified that they knew that they would have done alot
without the extra pay. One teacher noted concern that this program tended to focus teachers on
extrinsic student motivation when what should be emphasized isintrinsic motivation in order to
develop studentsinto lifelong learners.

Teachers felt that sufficient funding for teachers and for schools should be provided without a
program like TBVP. They were not sure that it was proper for pay to be based thisway.
Another staff member was concerned that teaching was being diminished to just meeting a goal
on astandardized test. Concerns were also noted that TBV P might be just a precursor to an
individual merit pay system. One teacher noted that no onein education isin it for the money,
but added, “of course, that doesn’t’ mean that we' re so unintelligent we' d turn down extra pay.
We all believe teacher salaries are low so this ‘incentive’ is earned, not a bonus.”

A few comments were also noted that considered TBVP in adifferent way. One teacher
mentioned that all teachers are to be rewarded even if they don’t participate. She was concerned
about whether or not this was really the intent of the legislature. Similarly another staff member
reported, “there are only a select few that | feel should benefit from this, most teachers do not
deserve this bonus.”

Assessments

Another area of concern was the problems caused by making judgements solely on test scores.
Test scores are seen as very limited measures. Teachers and administratorsin several buildings
were concerned that low students would make considerable gains or “tremendous growth”, but
because they were still below grade level the gains would not be recognized because the students
would still not scorein the proficient level. A teacher in amiddle school was apprehensive about
using the ITBS asameasure since it isonly one day and onetest. “Wetried very hard to
increase student achievement, but the test is a picture of just one day. | hope it was agood day.”
One staff member stated that the goals were risky because they could be determined by the way
the students' approach the standardized test. The concern of “one day, one test” was also raised
in another school where the measure was a criterion-referenced test. Teachers were concerned
that the students may not understand or appreciate the importance of the exams. Additional
concerns were also discussed about basing the criteriaon the lowa Tests. “If we want all
students to improve, an assessment that doesn’t measure students against each other isrequired.”
Teachersin this school were also concerned that the measurement of their reaching their goals
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would be determined by the scores of other schools on the ITED aswell astheir own. A few
additional schools also expressed concern about the emphasis on tests. One principal was
concerned that the emphasis was on improving reading and mathematics scores rather than on
improving reading and math.

Outside Variables

Many school staff members raised concerns about the factors over which teachers have no
control. A teacher stated that teachers can control instruction and curriculum, but there are lots
of variables that influence the classroom that are beyond their control. Factors noted included
the socio-economic mix of their classroom, the academic mix of their classroom, the students
attitudes about tests, the scheduling of the test, number of special education students included in
the classroom scores, and the class size. One staff member stated that their students were not as
motivated as studentsin Ames or Cedar Falls due to lower socio-economic status and ability
levels. Teachersin another school were concerned that other student factors such astheir high
mobility rate should be taken into consideration. One stated that, “there are too many out of
school situations which limit our students’ ability to learn or their attitudes toward learning.
Additional concerns were articulated about the lack of parent accountability for their student’s
achievement. “1 would like parentsto do a better job at raising their kids so | don’t haveto do it
for them.” An elementary teacher noted, “teachers deserve much better pay across the board, but
they don’t wok harder only if they get more money. Evaluate curriculum, methods, classroom
management, whatever | can control. Don’'t base bonuses on what | can’t, a student’s ability and
environment outside the school.”

Time

A few schools discussed the use of time as one of the drawbacksto TBVP. In one school
teachers were concerned that the time spent on TBV P takes away from something else. Another
teacher discussed the increase in the number of meetings due too TBVP. Concerns also centered
on the amount of time taken by the documentation of activities to meet the goals that were
required by the administration. Teachersin another school expressed concern about the time
spent on their work with standards and benchmarks. They said that they needed the time to talk
to each other and share activities.

Pressure

Staff membersin at least five of the schools relayed concerns about increased pressure felt by the
teachers to produce achievement in their students. Staff members reported increased anxiety
levelsin the teachersthisyear. Staff in one school reported increased pressure on the teachers
that teach reading, mathematics, and science. They were also concerned that the focus on
reading, mathematics, and science might alienate the other disciplines.

Proposals

Additional concerns were raised concerning the TBV P building plan in some of the districts.
Staff members in one building mentioned that they had rushed into the pilot. In another building
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teachers were concerned that the pilot project could have been thought out a bit more if the pilot
application had not been so hurried. Teachersinterviewed also noted that the state was vaguein
the TBV P application although they couldn’t decide if this was good or bad.

Teachersin one school felt like they were “in the dark” about what the central administration
was trying to do. Concerns articulated included an apprehension that one teacher may feel like
they have failed the school if they do not show the needed growth. Another staff in adistrict
where more than one building was participating in TBV P was concerned about the dynamics that
will be involved if one building doesn’t meet the district goals, but the othersdo. A similar
concern was raised that some people will work harder than others do and will till get the same
bonus. One teacher noted that it would be easy to let someone el se take over and just go along
for the ride, but she was quick to add that this was not happening in her building this year.
Another staff member took issue with the program, “While | believe teaching salaries should be
raised and a merit pay for student achievement would be appropriate, this seems to me to be the
worst of both worlds: variable pay without individual accountability.” One school also had some
concerns about the division of associates who were eligible for bonuses and those who were not.
In their school only the associates who work directly with students were included in the plan.

Funding

In at least five of the schools concerns were articul ated about the problems of funding of the
TBVP. Some teachers expressed displeasure that the TBV P program would not be funded next
year. They voiced the concern that other schools should also be able to reap the rewards. One
teacher stated displeasure with the state “ starting programs, but not being able to fully fund them
from year to year.” Funding resources for next year within the building were also a concern.
Some staff interviewed stated that they were concerned that their position would not continue for
the next school year.

Nothing Different

Teachersin five of the schools remarked that they were not doing any different because of
TBVP. One staff member stated that since they were setting goals anyway they decided that
they might as well get something out of it. Another teacher noted no advantages or
disadvantages. She felt that the school is continuing to do what it has always done with no
changes having taken place dueto TBVP.

Student Achievement

Although schools used either ITBS or curriculum-based measures (CBM), the goals varied
considerably from district to district (Table 6). With everything else equal, school buildings that
based their growth on average growth in the building or the percent of students moving from
basic to proficiency in the building gave themselves goals to meet that had |ess variation than
schools that based their goals on classroom or grade level performance. School buildings that
based their goals on growth in each grade failed to meet their goals when one grade did not grow
at the predicted rate. The Davis County and Oelwein Districts used grade level results, but
allowed awards when most, not necessarily all, grades met the goals.
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Table 6
Summary of the Approach Buildings Used to Set Goals
District Building Goals Assessment used Goadls Partial
met awards
ITBS CBM | NWEA | SIMIII Bldg | Grade

Davis County | Elementary N X X Y
Davis County | Middle School N X X Y
Des Moines Oak Park ES Y X X N
Griswold Elliott ES N X X X X N
Johnston Lawson ES Y X X N
Johnston Middle School N X X N
Johnston High School * X X N
Linn Mar Indian Creek ES Y X X X N
Oelwein Harlan ES N X X Y
Oelwein High School N X X Y
Oelwein Middle School Y X X Y
Oelwein Parkside ES Y X X Y
Oelwein Wings Park ES Y X X Y
Mo. Valley Middle School N X X N
NE Hamilton K-12 N X X X N
Stratford Stratford ES Y X X N
Van Buren Douds ES Y X X X N
Van Buren Stockport ES Y X X X N

*Pending fall testing
**NWEA and SIM 111 are special CBMs.

The amount of growth required to meet the building goal aso varied by school. The Johnston
School District has set along-term goal that they want to reach in five years. By dividing the
difference between their current status and that of this long-term goal into five increments, they
set yearly goals for the five-year period. Oak Park examined past performance and chose an
increment of increase that was greater than they had attained in the past, but that they also
believed was attainable. The Oelwein District decided to take an unusual tract as they used
sections of the ITBS (Reading Comprehension and Mathematics) as their pretest and posttest.
Unlike Johnston and Oak Park, Oelwein decided to not just increase the percent of their students
scoring at the proficient level on their assessment, but also to increase the percent of their
students who scored at the advanced level.

All schools reported growth for their students. However, whether or not this growth was greater
than usual is difficult to ascertain. Even when the growth was determined to be an increase over
the usual expected growth, it isstill difficult to attribute the increase totally to TBVP. The
eighteen schools involved implemented or continued many programs within their walls designed
to increase student achievement during 2001-02 including, among others, Every Child Reads,
Accelerated Mathematics, and Red Schoolhouse.

Quantitative assessment of student achievement change across the 18 schools was problematic.
Because effect sizes could not be computed due to the lack of standard deviations for many of
the assessments used, the ITBS was used as the basis of comparison. The proficiency levels
reported to the state each September were not used due to concerns about increasing the error
through the use of cross sectional groups. In addition, the renorming of the ITBS during the
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2000-2001 caused increased variability. ITBS scores for each school can be found in Appendix
G.

Teacher Motivation

Teacher motivation as aresult of the TBVP program was assessed using asurvey. Of the 788
surveys sent to schools, 553 (70%) were returned (Table 8). Of the 553 surveys, 78 failed to list
the name of the school in which they are employed. Sixteen did not list either the district or the
school in which they are employed. 474 (60%) surveys were valid to be disagregated by school.
The results from all surveys were used except when school level data was needed to complete the
anaysis. Complete results of the survey can be seenin Appendices B and F.

Table 8
Returned Survey Counts of the Pilot Schools
District, School Surveys Sent |Valid Surveys| Percent Valid
Returned Returns
Davis County, DavisES 49 24 49%
Davis County, Davis Middle 33 18 55%
Des Moines, Oak Park ES 54 29 54%
Griswold, Elliott ES 23 19 83%
Johnston, High School 120 46 38%
Johnston, Lawson ES 64 41 64%
Johnston, Middle School 121 80 66%
Linn-Mar, Indian Creek ES 62 56 90%
Missouri Valley, Middle 28 17 61%
NE Hamilton, K-12 46 19 41%
Oelwein, Harlan ES 13 5 38%
Oelwein, High School 41 26 63%
Oelwein, Middle School 30 17 57%
Oelwein, Parkside ES 7 5 57%
Oelwein, Wings Park ES 36 24 67%
Stratford, ES 14 7 50%
Van Buren, Douds ES 23 21 91%
Van Buren, Stockport ES 24 21 88%
No school listed NA 78 NA
Total 788 553 70%

Survey results ranging from disagree (1) to agree (4) were averaged by teacher and by school.
Surprisingly, very little difference was seen whether the means were calculated individually or
weighted by school. The survey results were for the most part consistent with the interview
findings. Using afactor analysis, the survey was reduced to four factors: (1) value of the
program/leadership, (2) motivation, (3) concerns, and (4) goas. More information about these
factorsis presented in Appendix F.
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Table 9

Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for All Certified Staff by Factor
Factor Mean Standard Deviation
Value of the Program 2.80 317
Leadership 3.17 770
Motivation 3.21 465
Concerns 2.31 .614

Goals 3.31 582

Survey statements about the value of the program as seen by the participants were included in the
survey. Seventy-three percent of the teachers agreed with the statement that TBVP hasled to a
greater focus on achievement in their school (mean 2.96, see Figure 1). Fifty-three percent of the
teachers disagreed that they were doing anything differently this year due to TBVP (mean 2.34,
see Figure 2). Similar results were found with the statement “| asked more from my students this
year” (mean 2.81).

Figure 1

Q25: The team-based variable pay pilot has led to a greater focus
on achievement in my school.
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Figure 2

Q37: | am doing things differently as aresult of the team-based
variable pay pilot program.
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Teachers were asked about the leadership in their schools particularly regarding adequate
communication to staff about the bonus process (mean 2.93), support of building principal (mean
3.41), academic leadership of principal (mean 3.21), and work of principal to achieve
accountability goals (mean 3.17). Leadership had alarge variation in scores among the schools.

Statements about concerns regarding the program received fairly neutral results indicating that
about the same number of respondents felt that the concern was present as did not agree that the
concern was present. Problems included were concern about the emphasis on testing narrowing
the curriculum (mean 2.28), teaching the test (mean 2.66), TBVP requires alot of extrawork
(mean 2.23), and TBVP increased stress (mean 2.01). The concern about teaching the test

received the most agreement (Figure 3). The concern factor also had alarge variation in scores
among the pilot schools.
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Figure 3

Q47: Objectives based on standardized tests force teachers to
teach the test.
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On the survey teachers were asked about their evaluation of their school’s goals. On the average,
teachers reported strong agreement that their goals were specific (mean 3.56), attainable (mean

3.25), and challenging (mean 3.43). They also agreed that the student achievement goals provide
strong focus for their work (mean 3.23).

Two program summary statements were included in the survey (see Figure 3 and Figure 4). The
first statement concerned whether or not the staff would work just as hard to achieve the school’ s
goals even without a bonus. Ninety three percent believe that they would work just as hard
(mean 3.48, standard deviation .665). The second statement asked for agreement as to whether

or not the program should be continued. Eighty seven percent said that the program should be
continued (mean 3.39, standard deviation .818).
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Figure4
Q51: | would work just as hard to achieve our school's
accountability goals even without the possibility of receiving a
bonus.
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Figure 5
Q52: The bonus part of the accountability program should be
continued.
250
200 -
s
@ 150
o
g
E 100
2
50 -
0 disagree somewhat somewhat agree
disagree agree

Only two of the survey questions gave significant differences (alpha equal .05) when the schools
receiving awards were compared to the schools not receiving awards (Table 10).
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Table 10
Means of Survey Statements with Significant Differences between Award Schools and No
Award Schools (Scale: 1-Disagree to 4-Agree)

Statements Award No Award
Q7: It is appropriate for support staff to receive bonuses. 3.3 2.9
Q23: If the bonus were increased to $3000 my motivation to 2.3 3.0
meet our school’ s goals would greatly increase.

Caution is urged in the interpretation of these differences due to the small number of schools
involved. Numerous explanations are possible. Differencesin demographic variables (e.g. size,
percent minority, percent receiving free or reduce lunch, etc.) between the schools who received
the award and those who did not were also checked for any significant differences. Only one
significant difference was found. Schools with lower student to staff ratios (mean 11.9) were
more likely to receive a bonus than were schools with high student to staff ratios (mean 13.8).
However, when only elementary schools are considered, there was no significant differencein
student to staff ratios between schools who won awards and those who did not.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The results of this study include many inconsistencies. Preliminary results appear that TBVP
may increase focus, teamwork, and, perhaps, student achievement in a school building, but the
cost may include teacher satisfaction and stress. Certified staff members said in the survey that
they would like to see the program continued, but at the same time disagreed as to the value of
the program. Most agreed that they would work just as hard to improve student achievement
without TBVP. A few schools reported many changes due to TVBP; others reported no change.
“Discovering what matters to teachers and how best to motivate them for sustained and improved
work is apparently a complicated puzzle, one that is yet to be solved (Johnston, 1986).”

TBVP appears to have the potential to focus teachers and administrators attention on important
educational goalsin some schools. Teamwork was also appreciably enhanced in certain schools.
The motivational value of TBVP was increased with active school |eadership. Thiswas similar
to what Kelley et. a (2000) found in their study of TBVP programs in Charlotte-Mecklenburg
and in Kentucky. Supportive principals generate continuous interest and enthusiasm for aTBVP
program. The strengths of TBV P programs were maximized with considerable and ongoing
communication among administrators and other staff members. Active support from principals
increased the value of the program in school buildings. Engaging staff in the design process also
appears to be important. Teachers expressed appreciation at being involved in making the
decisions about the application for TBVP.

Student achievement appeared to increase in the TBVP pilot schools during the school year. |If
thiswas dueto TBVPisnot clear. Whether or not this change can be sustained acrosstimeis
also unclear. More study on the effect of TBV P on student achievement in lowa and in other
states should be considered.

Many teachers were emphatic that TBV P encroached upon their status as professionals. Many
teachers were very clear that they did not go into teaching for the money. Many were particularly
concerned that the public would see them as doing a better job just to earn abonus. They felt
that they were doing as good ajob as they could possibly do already. Evidence was seen that
“teachers want to teach” (Lortie, 1975). Time spent on activities not valued by teachers was aso
noted as a drawback.

Teachers were concerned that they would be measured on the results of a standardized test given
on one day to their students. “I hopeit isagood day,” one stated. They aso stated that much of
their student’s performance is due to factors that they cannot control. Factors from parental
involvement to class size to the scheduling of the test were mentioned.

Implications

The following issues came to the forefront through the review of projectsin other states and
through the lowa pilot project.

Issue one: Goals appeared to be the most motivating part of TBVP. Inlowa TBVP gave
meaning for many staff members to the goal setting that schools have completed in the past.
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Performance goals must be challenging yet attainable. Student performance goals may be
absolute measures or arelative increase. Schools need be informed in advance the criteria for
measurement on which the award will be based. Schools need guidance in choosing goals that
arerigorous, but achievable, and schools need help to write better goals. The award should
consider schoolwide criteria not on classroom or individual gains. Smaller schools will have
increased standard errors, but even the largest schools in the state can have significant variability
from one year to the next.

Issue two: The assessment used must be compatible with curriculum standards and benchmarks
aswell aswith teaching strategies. Teachers must have confidence that achievement gains will
be measured by the assessment used. The assessment used must be technically adequate. That
is, it should bereliable, valid, and fair. In the survey teachers were concerned that objectives
based on standardized tests force teachers to teach the test. Thereis adifference between
teaching the objectives covered by atest and teaching the test. Similarly thereis sometimes a
difference between increasing student learning and increasing performance on an assessment.

Issue three: Enabling conditions must be encouraged. School principals must be instructional
leaders not just personnel and building managers. School |eadership appeared to be a crucial
factor in the acceptance of TBVP and the value of the program as seen by the staff in the lowa
pilot.

Issue four: The program may be voluntary requiring an application or include all schools. By
making the pilot program voluntary with schools setting their own goals, increased local
ownership was seen. School personnel were able to tailor the program to fit their situation.
Teachersin lowaindicated that they appreciated that this was something that they chose to do.

Issue five: Standards, accountability, and compensation based on performance put additional
pressure on teachers. The system must be designed so that the positives of TBV P outweigh the
negatives. Teacher stress was more apparent in other states where the consequences were seen
has having higher stakes when compared to the lowa pilot. Also stress appeared to be a greater
concern when the teachers felt that this was something imposed upon them, rather than
something that they chose to do.

Issue six: The size of the performance award must be large enough to be meaningful to thoseit is
designed to motivate. The pay plan can cover only certified staff or may include noncertified
staff and/or support staff. Provide monetary awards to all professional staff at a school to
encourage collaboration at the school level. In lowa, the teachers did not agree that a three-fold
increase of the bonus (from approximately $1000 to $3000) would make any difference.

Issue seven: The model needs time for implementation. The program must be sustainable.
Teachers were concerned about the continuity of this programin lowa. Thismirrored the
concerns seen in other states. Similarly, research to study the impact of this program on student
achievement must be long-term.

Limitations



Page 52

As lowa decision-makers deal with the need for quality teachers, this work was designed to
inform regarding the effects of team-based variable pay on students and staff. The need for such
studies is well-documented, Education Commission of the States president Frank Newman
(1996) claims: “Thereis an appalling lack of tough, effective research-based information to help
us decide which policies areright for our states and schools’ (p. 1). Without such studies, state
decision-makers will “not have the tools to focus accountability on student achievement or to
stay the course with proven reform strategies’ (Education Commission of the States, 1996).

However, there are limitations of this study. Conclusions reached by this study after one year of
implementation are very tentative. Results cannot be expected until two to three years after the
program is fully implemented. Furthermore, findings should be considered as particular to lowa.
There may be something particular about lowa or about the schools involved that make
generalization of these findings to other situations inadvisable.

The results reflect substantial methodological limitations. Because each school had a unique
implementation the synthesis of the individual studies presented “apple and orange” problems.
Quantitative meta-analysis methods were not used due to the lack of student level quantitative
data. Measures of school performance were aso subject to measurement error.

Lack of control or comparisons groups was also amajor limitation. By studying only sites that
were accepted into the TBV P program this study was limited to the variation that naturally
occurred within the schoolsinvolved. Use of a comparison group would have allowed additional
study in the motivation of teachers by TBVP and the impact of that motivation on school
success.

Recommendations

Two recommendations are suggested by this study. First, more study iswarranted prior to
implementing the TBVP model statewide. An additional two-year pilot study is recommended.
Thiswould allow determination of whether or not the student achievement gains are sustainable
over time and how the student achievement gains compare to other similar schools who are not
participating in TBVP. Furthermore, impact on the staff over time could be considered. The
stability of the teacher motivation factors and administration support factors should be studied.
Preference for alowing the 18 TBVP sites that are willing to continue in the TBV P program
should be given to permit alongitudinal study of three-years for those schools.

Second, along with implementation of TBV P should come technical assistance in the areas of
improving goal setting, maximizing professional development opportunities for staff, and
assessing students appropriately. Each of these areas appeared to impact the outcomes of the
TBVP schools. Technical assistance in these areasis aready being planned for all schools
through implementation of other sections of the lowa Teacher Quality Legidation. Specific
assistance to TBVP pilot schools would complement the state technical assistance initiatives.
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